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resumo 
 
 
Alfred Hitchcock realizou cinquenta e três filmes num período de cinquenta 
anos. Perante um corpus tão vasto e um interesse, popular e académico,  
contínuo na sua obra, um dos objetivos desta tese é tentar descobrir quais as 
componentes dos seus filmes que conduziram a este fascínio.  
 
Consequentemente, esta tese pretende refletir, através de uma análise que 
utiliza metodologias psicanalíticas, sobre dezanove destes filmes e elementos 
que neles se repetem. A abordagem psicanalítica foi escolhida para perceber 
se existe um uso coerente de certos elementos que cria um significado 
simbólico nos filmes em discussão. Haverá elementos usados de forma 
consistente, com um significado simbólico estável que podem ser interpretados 
simbolicamente da mesma forma em dois ou mais filmes? E, caso contrário, 
que diferenças de significado se nos põem?  
 
Esta análise é baseada em elementos estruturais repetidos na mise-en-scène 
dos filmes, tais como escadarias ou quartos de dormir, que foram usados como 
termos gerais com o intuito de facilitar a investigação dos méritos simbólicos 
que estes, e outras componentes relacionadas, possuem. As metodologias 
psicanalíticas usadas incluem conceitos-chave de Sigmund Freud, como o 
Ego, o Superego e o Id, e de Jacques Lacan, como o Imaginário, o Simbólico e 
o Real. Ao usar os conceitos que estes dois pensadores psicanalíticos 
desenvolveram, é esperado que certos padrões simbólicos e temáticos nos 
filmes de Hitchcock que foram no passado sub-explorados, surjam para uma 
discussão mais alargada 
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abstract 
 
Alfred Hitchcock made fifty-three feature films over a fifty-year period. In view of 
such a large corpus and continued popular and academic interest in his work, 
one of the aims of this thesis is to attempt to discover what components in his 
films have led to such an interest.  
 
As a result, this thesis considers, through an analysis using psychoanalytic 
methodologies, nineteen of these films and elements which are repeated 
across these films. This psychoanalytic approach has been chosen to examine 
if there is a coherent use of certain elements to create symbolic meaning in the 
films under discussion. Namely, are there elements that can be interpreted 
symbolically being used consistently with the same stable symbolic meaning in 
two or more films? And if not, what differences in meaning are there?  
 
To aid with this analysis, repeated structural elements in the films’ mise-en-
scène, such as staircases or bedrooms, have been explored to investigate the 
symbolic readings they and other related components might offer. The 
psychoanalytic methodologies being used include key concepts of Sigmund 
Freud and Jacques Lacan, such the former’s Ego, Superego and Id and the 
latter’s Imaginary, Symbolic and Real. By using these, and other concepts 
these two psychoanalytic thinkers developed, it is hoped that certain symbolic 
and thematic patterns in Hitchcock’s films that have previously been under-
explored can be brought to light and discussed.  
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INTRODUCTION	  I	  would	  like	  to	  begin	  with	  my	  own	  version	  of	  one	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock’s	  detailed	  introductory	   titles	  which	  set	  both	  a	   specific	   time	  and	  place	  at	   the	  beginning	  of	  many	   of	   his	   films.	   On	  Monday,	   27th	   of	   August	   2012	   at	   3.40	   p.m.,	   I	   attended	   a	  screening	  of	  his	  Notorious	   at	   the	  NFT1	  cinema	  of	   the	  BFI	  on	   the	  South	  Bank	   in	  London.1	   The	   450-­‐seat	   cinema	   was	   sold	   out	   with,	   presumably,	   a	   considerable	  majority	  of	  people	  knowing	  both	  Notorious	  and	  the	  name	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  and,	  given	  the	  time	  and	  day	  of	  the	  week,	  very	  little	  in	  the	  way	  of	  passing	  trade.	  A	  very	  conservative	  estimate	  leads	  me	  to	  suspect	  that	  at	  least	  half	  of	  those	  450	  present	  had	  already	  seen	  the	  film	  at	  least	  once.	  	  	  What	   makes	   this	   relevant	   to	   this	   thesis	   is	   what	   happened	   in	   the	   auditorium	  during	   the	   cellar	   scene,	   when	   Cary	   Grant	   and	   Ingrid	   Bergman	   are	   seeking	  evidence	  of	  Claude	  Rains’	  nefarious	  activities.	  The	  scene	  builds	  its	  tension	  slowly	  until	  nothing	  more	  significant	   than	  a	  bottle	   falls	  off	   the	  shelf.	   It	  was,	   though,	  at	  this	  precise	  moment	  when	   the	  bottle	  slips	   from	  the	  shelf,	  and,	  obeying	  gravity,	  falls	  to	  the	  floor,	  that	  there	  was	  a	  loud,	  collective	  gasp	  from	  the	  audience.	  	  	  
Notorious	  is	  now	  more	  than	  seventy	  years	  old,	  but	  it	  still	  has	  the	  capacity	  to	  draw	  a	  collective	  physical	  reaction	  from	  an	  audience	  few,	  if	  any,	  of	  whom	  would	  have	  seen	   it	  on	   its	  original	   release	  and	  all	  of	  whom	  were	   familiar	  with	  a	  Hollywood	  cinema	  that	  increasingly	  uses	  special	  effects	  to	  evoke	  visceral	  responses.	  And	  yet	  a	   simple	   bottle	   falling	   could	   provoke	   a	   collective	   gasp	   such	   as	   I	   have	   never	  experienced	  in	  a	  cinema	  before	  or	  since.	  	  Indeed,	  this	  type	  of	  reaction	  is	  probably	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  still	  an	  extremely	  popular	  filmmaker,	  possibly	  the	  one	  director	  a	  majority	  of	  people	  living	   in	  western	  democracies	   could	  name.	  Such	  popularity	  also	  extends	   to	   the	  academic	   world.	   John	  W.	   Roberts	   notes	   in	   his	   essay	   “From	   Hidden	   Picture	   to	  Productive	  Pictures:	  Hitchcock’s	  Ludic	  Style”	  (2015)	  that:	  The	   question	   of	   why	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   has	   uniquely	   produced	   such	   a	  conspicuously	  large	  volume	  of	  criticism	  is	  a	  revealing	  one,	  not	  only	  because	  
                                                           1	  I	  can	  be	  so	  specific	  because	  I	  still	  have	  the	  cinema	  ticket.	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of	   what	   it	   can	   tell	   us	   about	   the	   nature	   of	   academic	   disciplines,	   but	   also	  because	   of	   what	   it	   can	   disclose	   more	   directly	   about	   the	   nature	   of	  Hitchcock’s	   films	   and	   of	   academic	   spectators’	   engagement	   with	   them	  (Gottlieb	  et	  al,	  2015:	  182).	  That	  collective	  gasp	  further	  reveals	  that	  the	  audience	  was	  actively	  engaged	  in	  the	  cinematic	   viewing	  process,	   but	   offers	   few	   clues	   as	   to	   the	  nature	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  films	   nor	   indeed	   any	   clues	   as	   to	   how	   academics	   interact	  with	   them.	   But	  what	  Roberts	   indicates	   is	   that	   there	   is	   still,	   more	   than	   thirty-­‐five	   years	   after	  Hitchcock’s	  death	  and	  fifty	  years	  since	  his	  last	  great	  film,	  a	  very	  evident	  interest	  in	  his	  films	  and	  the	  man	  himself.	  	  If	   there	   is	  such	  a	  prevalence	  of	  material	  on	  the	  man	  and	  his	   films,	   the	  question	  has	  to	  be	  asked:	  ”Is	  it	  possible	  to	  explore	  any	  new	  angles	  or	  offer	  new	  insights	  in	  films	  when	  there	  is	  a	  “conspicuously	  large	  volume	  of	  criticism?”	  I	  believe	  it	  is,	  for	  a	  number	  of	  reasons.	  In	  the	  first	  place,	  few	  directors	  were	  so	  prolific	  over	  such	  a	  long	   period	   of	   time.	   Hitchcock	  made	   53	  mainstream	   feature	   films2	   in	   a	   career	  that	   spanned	   fifty	   years.	  Also,	   almost	   from	   the	  beginning	  of	   his	   career,	   he	  was	  both	  a	  popular	  and,	  consequently,	  a	  high-­‐profile	  director.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  his	  name	  alone	  was	  enough	  to	  attract	  a	  cinema	  audience	  and	  critical	  and,	   later,	  academic	  attention.	  	  However,	   quantity,	   longevity	   and	   popularity	   are	   not	   reasons	   enough	   to	   make	  Hitchcock	  still	  a	  filmmaker	  whose	  work	  merits	  prolonged	  attention.	  Yet,	  such	  is	  the	  quantity	  of	  material	   that	  has	  been	  produced	  about	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	   films	  that	  there	   is,	  as	  Slavoj	  Žižek	  calls	   it,	  an	  “acceptance	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  a	  “serious	  artist.””	  (Žižek,	  2010:	  10).	  If	  he	  were	  not	  a	  serious	  artist,	  a	  status	  about	  which	  he	  might	   have	   demurred,	   then	   his	   work	   would	   long	   ago	   have	   ceased	   to	   be	   of	  interest	  to	  academics	  and	  audiences	  alike.	  	  Additionally,	   the	   films	   themselves	   are,	   like	   Carlotta	  Valdes’	   necklace	   in	  Vertigo	  with	  its	  rubies	  and	  diamond	  hanging	  from	  a	  simple	  gold	  chain,	  made	  of	  polished	  
                                                           2	  His	  television	  work	  is	  not	  considered	  in	  this	  thesis,	  nor	  are	  the	  two	  short	  French	  language	  films	  he	  made	  for	  the	  British	  Ministry	  of	  Information	  in	  1944:	  Bon	  Voyage	  and	  Aventure	  Malgache.	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scenes	   that	   suspend	   from	   a	   narrative	   chain	   that	   often	   goes	   ignored.	   That	   is	   to	  say,	  we	  marvel	   at	   the	   overall	   appearance	   of	   the	   individual	   scenes,	   such	   as	   the	  shower	  scene	  in	  Psycho	  or	  the	  Mount	  Rushmore	  sequence	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  so	  much	   so	   that	  we	  may	  pay	   little	   attention	   to	   the	  narrative	   thread	   that	   holds	  these	   jewels	   together.	  Hitchcock,	   perhaps	   aware	   of	   the	   beauty	   of	   these	   jewels,	  said	  of	  The	  39	  Steps,	  “I	  made	  sure	  that	  the	  content	  of	  every	  scene	  was	  very	  solid,	  so	  that	  each	  one	  would	  be	  a	  little	  film	  in	  itself”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  95).	  	  	  And	   yet	   the	   unobtrusive	   narrative	   chain	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   is,	   to	  my	  way	   of	  thinking,	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  that	  his	  films	  are	  so	  fascinating.	  By	  focusing	  on	  the	  “little	   film”	   and	   not	   the	   so-­‐called	   “bigger	   picture”	   of	   strict	   cause	   and	   effect	  narrative	   fidelity,	   Hitchcock	   enables	   academics	   and	   interested	   parties	   to	  make	  their	   own	   narrative	   chains	   to	   connect	   the	   “little	   films”	   into	   a	   narrative	  whole.	  These	  narrative	  chains,	  since	  they	  are	  forged	  (in	  both	  its	  meanings)	  in	  the	  mind	  of	  an	  individual	  are	  likely	  to	  differ	  from	  one	  viewer	  to	  the	  next	  and,	  as	  such,	  offer	  room	  for	  discussion	  and	  interpretation.	  	  In	  addition,	   there	   is	   the	  nature	  of	   the	   jewels	   themselves,	  which,	  because	  of	   the	  lack	   of	   a	   rigid	   narrative	   structure,	   I	   would	   argue,	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   free-­‐floating	   elements;	   elements	   within	   which	   we	   can	   then	   seek	   connections	   and	  more	  profound	  meanings.	  This	  aspect	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  work,	  that	  of	  being	  able	  to	  be	  interpreted	  beyond	  the	  superficial	  diegesis	  of	  any	  film,	  is	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  I	  find	   his	   work	   so	   rewarding	   and	   I	   believe	   that	   an	   attempt	   at	   a	   more	   in-­‐depth	  reading	  of	  visual,	  aural	  and	  script	  symbolic	  elements	  of	  his	  film	  is	  an	  appropriate	  area	  of	  study	  for	  a	  PhD	  thesis.	  	  That	  I	  have	  chosen	  to	  look	  for	  symbolic	  connections	  and	  interpretations	  between	  and	  within,	  not	  only	  the	  jewels	  themselves,	  but	  also	  the	  fractured	  narrative	  chain	  that	   hold	   them	   together,	   stems	   from	  an	   interest	   that	   developed	   approximately	  seven	  years	   ago,	   or	   four	   years	  before	   I	   began	   the	  PhD.	  At	   that	   time,	   during	   an	  obsessive	   period	   of	   buying	   every	   Hitchcock	   film	   available	   on	   DVD,	   I	   became	  aware	   that	   his	   treatment	   of	   staircases	   gave	   them	   a	   sense	   of	   otherworldliness.	  Equally,	   this	   otherworldliness	   of	   the	   staircase	   had	   different	   textures	   and	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implications	  in	  different	  films.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  I	  noticed	  that	  the	  different	  ways	  the	  staircase	  was	   filmed	   in	   various	   films	   served	   disparate	   purposes;	   ones	  which,	   I	  believe,	   can	  be	   interpreted	  symbolically,	   in	   films	  such	  as	  Spellbound	   and	  Under	  
Capricorn.	  	  From	   this	   interest	   in	   staircases,	   and	   at	   the	   time	   when	   I	   was	   developing	   the	  outline	   for	   this	   thesis,	   it	   seemed	   a	   logical	   further	   step	   to	   examine	   some	  of	   the	  elements	   that	   these	  stairs	  connected	  within	  certain	   films.	  Equally	   relevant	  was	  their	   location	   in	   their	   respective	   buildings	   and	   to	   explore	   if	   there	   were	  underlying	  coherent	  patterns	  in	  their	  treatment	  and	  the	  rooms	  they	  connected	  in	  various	   films.	   Accordingly,	   the	   loose	   categories	   of	   the	   house,	   the	   hotel,	   the	  bedroom	  and	  families	  and	  communal	  space	  arose.	  	  The	   choice	  of	   the	  19	   films	   that	   I	   have	   focused	  on	  derives	   to	   some	  extent	   from	  opting	   for	   personal	   favourites,	   but	   in	   which,	   I	   believe,	   there	   are	   certain	  important	   symbolic	   patterns,	   as	   well	   as	   selecting	   lesser	   known	   films,	   that,	   on	  first	  viewing,	  seemed	  to	  comply	  with	  my	  initial	   impressions	  and	  understanding	  of	  symbolic	  interpretation.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  the	  films	  I	  have	  chosen	  are	  the	  only	   films	   that	  display	   the	  symbolic	  characteristics	   I	  believe	   I	   can	  uncover,	  nor	  that	  the	  hermeneutic	  view	  I	  offer	  is	  the	  only	  one	  possible,	  but	  they	  do,	  as	  I	  hope	  to	   show,	   offer	   clear	   signs	  within	   the	   script	   and	   the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	   that	   can	   be	  interpreted	  symbolically.	  	  The	  theoretical	   framework	  within	  which	  to	  examine	  these	  symbolic	   jewels	  was	  initially	   limited	   to	   exploring	   how	   Freudian	   dream	   symbolism,	   as	   first	   written	  about	   in	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams,	   could	   be	   used	   as	   a	   tool	   with	   which	   to	  explore	   these	  selected	  elements.	  Having	  said	   that,	  given	  Freud’s	   insistence	   that	  the	  dream	  symbol	  is	  a	  sexual	  symbol,	  this	  approach	  was	  both	  too	  limiting	  as	  well	  as	  unflattering	   towards	   an	   artist	   of	  Hitchcock’s	   range	   and	  depth.	  Thus,	   a	  more	  extensive	  reading	  of	  Freud	  allowed	  for	  the	  inclusion	  of	  a	  fuller	  range	  of	  Freudian	  concepts,	  which	  enrich	  and	  extend	  the	  ideas	  put	  forward	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  
Dreams.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   these	   ideas,	   I	   believe,	   equally	   offered	   relevant	   tools	  with	  which	  to	  explore	  Hitchcock’s	  symbolic	  expression.	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I	  was	  also	  aware	  that	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory,	  which	  I	  had	  first	  studied	  in	  the	  1980s,	   frequently	   and,	   at	   times,	   frustratingly,	   used	   Jacques	   Lacan’s	   ideas	   as	   a	  means	   of	   discussing	   film	   and	   its	   theory.	   I	   therefore	   realised	   that	   if	   I	   were	   to	  adopt	   a	   psychoanalytic	   approach	   to	   exploring	   symbolic	   expression	   within	  Hitchcock’s	  films,	  then	  certain	  key	  thoughts	  of	  Lacan	  would	  have	  to	  be	  addressed	  and	  used	  to	  examine	  potential	  symbolic	  content.	  	  	  As	  a	  consequence	  of	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  I	  have	  developed,	  it	  seems	  logical	  to	  expand	  on	  the	  films’	  symbolic	  possibilities	  I	  had	  discovered	  to	  address	  overt	  Freudian	  and	  Lacanian	  concerns.	  For	  me,	  it	  seems	  valid	  to	  address	  what	  can	  be	  considered	  the	  essence,	  or	  starting	  point,	  of	  each	  of	  these	  thinkers.	  If	  the	  dream	  is	   the	   Freudian	   	   “royal	   road”	   to	   the	   unconscious,	   then	   an	   examination	   of	   how	  Hitchcock	   treats	   dreams,	   and	   that	   other	   dreamlike	   state,	   the	   flashback,	   in	   his	  films	   should	   offer	   clear	   symbolic	   material.	   Equally,	   if,	   as	   it	   is	   for	   Lacan,	   the	  unconscious	   is	   structured	   like	   language,	   then	   Hitchcock’s	   treatment	   of	  (specifically	   in	   this	   thesis)	   the	   written	   word	   may	   offer	   valuable	   symbolic	  insights.	  	  	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that,	   like	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  approach	  to	  narrative	  plausibility,	  the	   discussion	   of	   the	   symbolic	   elements	   referred	   to	   above	   is	   loosely	   located	  within	   the	   respective	   chapters.	   This	   is	   to	   allow	   for	   considerations	   of	   other	  relevant	   symbolic	  material	  within	   a	   given	   film.	   To	   limit	   the	   discussion	   to	   only	  staircases,	   etc.	   I	   believe,	   would	   be	   restrictive	   and	   hinder	   possibilities	   of	  discovering	   internal	   symbolic	   coherence	   and	   integrity	   across	   the	   films	   under	  discussion.	  	  I	   should	  mention,	   in	  passing,	   that,	   for	   stylistic	   reasons,	   the	  Lacanian	  notions	  of	  the	  Imaginary,	  Symbolic	  and	  Real	  are	  capitalised	  throughout	  the	  thesis.	  This	  has	  been	   done	   so	   as	   to	   avoid	   confusion,	   in	   a	   thesis	   concerned	   with	   the	   potential	  symbolic	  content	  of	   images	  and	  words,	  between	  said	  content	  and	   the	  Lacanian	  concept	  of	  the	  Symbolic.	  Once	  this	  initial	  decision	  had	  been	  taken	  then	  it	  became	  a	  matter	  of	  consistency	  to	  extend	  this	  orthographic	  choice	  to	  the	  other	  Lacanian	  concepts,	  as	  well	  as	  to	  Freud’s	  notions	  of	  the	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  Id.	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It	   should	  also	  be	  mentioned	   that	   the	   thesis	   is	  not	  an	  attempt	   to	  psychoanalyse	  Hitchcock	  himself,	  nor	  any	  underlying	  neuroses	  he	  may,	  or	  may	  not,	  have	  had.	  Much	  has	  been	  written	  about	  his	  complex	  personality	  and	  how	  he	  hid	  it	  behind	  a	  clearly	   defined	   public	   persona	   that	   any	   attempt	   I	  might	  make	  would	   add	   very	  little	  to	  the	  ceaseless	  speculation.	  	  What	  is	  on	  the	  psychiatrist’s	  couch	  are	  the	  films	  themselves	  which,	  while	  being	  the	   products	   of	   a	   specific	   time,	   place	   and	   production	   conditions,	   are	   also	  artefacts	  we	  can	  hope	  to	  explore	  with	  the	  approach	  I	  am	  outlining.	  If	  I	  can	  bring	  to	  the	  couch	  the	  critical	  devices	  briefly	  mentioned	  above,	  but	  explained	  in	  more	  detail	  as	  the	  thesis	  progresses,	  I	  hope	  to	  be	  able	  to	  uncover	  important	  symbolic	  resonances	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   so	   as	   to	   offer	   previously	   unappreciated	  interpretations.	  	  Before	  such	  elements	  can	  be	  explored,	  however,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  discuss	  what	  my	  understanding	  of	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  is.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  is	  it	  possible	  to	  identify	  any	  precise	  details	  of	  production	  methods,	  themes	  or	  repeated	  motifs	  that	  audiences	  identify	  as	  being	  “Hitchcockian”?	  	  I	  believe	  this	  needs	  to	  be	  attempted,	  in	  order	  to	  reach	  an	  understanding	  of	  what	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  is	  both	  as	  a	  cultural	  product	  and	  as	  an	  object	  of	  study,	  so	  that	  the	  falling	  bottle	  that	  instigated	  the	  collective	  gasp	  can	  be	  paused	  in	  mid-­‐air	  and	  symbolic	  content	  can	  then	  be	  discussed.	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SECTION	  ONE	  
	  
1.	  HITCHCOCK	  AND	  GENRE	  
1.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  Film	   studios	   use	   genre	   and	   generic	   expectations	   to	   guide	   audiences	   as	   they	  decide	  what	   films	  they	  want	  to	  watch.	  Likewise,	  genres	  evolve	  with	  technology	  and	  social	  norms	  to	  reflect	  perceived	  patterns	  of	  behaviour.	  For	  example,	  many	  of	   the	   effects	   that	  Hitchcock	   achieved	   through	  matte	   shots	   or	   complex	   camera	  movements,	  such	  as	  in	  the	  filming	  of	  Rope,	  would	  nowadays	  be	  achieved	  through	  computer	  generated	  imagery	  and	  the	  steady	  cam.	  Frederic	   Jameson	  suggests	   in	  
Signatures	  of	  the	  Visible	  (1992)	  that:	  It	   is	   therefore	   less	   a	   question	   of	   “deciding”	  what	   genre	   Hitchcock’s	   films	  belong	   in,	   rather	   than	   reconstructing	   the	   generic	   traditions,	   constraints,	  and	   raw	   materials,	   out	   of	   which	   alone,	   at	   a	   specific	   moment	   of	   their	  historical	  evolution,	  that	  unique	  and	  “non-­‐generic”	  thing	  called	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  was	  able	  to	  emerge	  (Jameson,	  1992:	  101).	  This	   chapter	   aims	   to	   examine	   some	   of	   the	   traditions,	   constraints	   and	   raw	  materials	   available	   to	   Hitchcock	   to	   explore	   whether	   what	   Jameson	   calls	   “non-­‐generic”	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  “Hitchcockian.”	  	  
1.2	  Hitchcock	  and	  the	  Production	  Code	  If	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   are	   to	   be	   considered	   as	   having	   a	   coherent	   symbolic	   value	  across	  their	  content,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  they	  do	  so	  because	  he	  worked	  within	  the	  confines	  of	  a	   restricted	   range	  of	  production	  and	  genres.	  While	   this	   chapter	  will	   reflect	   on	   the	   influence	   of	   genre	   on	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   and	   his	   ability	   to	  subvert	  generic	  concerns,	  what	   I	  would	  consider	   is	  a	  key	   factor	   is	  one	   that	  not	  only	  influenced	  generic	  production	  and	  Hollywood,	  but	  was	  also	  a	  limitation	  that	  Hitchcock	  had	  to	  work	  within.	  This	  factor	  is	  the	  Production	  Code	  Administration	  (PCA),	   the	   organisation	   founded	   in	   1934	   that	  was	   a	   self-­‐censoring	  body	   in	   the	  Hollywood	  film	  industry.	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It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  Hitchcock’s	  entire	  American	  career,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  
Frenzy	  and	  Family	  Plot,	  and	  much	  of	  his	  British	  career3	  was	  under	  the	  watchful	  eye	  of	  the	  PCA	  which,	  as	  Annette	  Kahn	  notes	  in	  The	  Cinema	  Book	  (1999),	  meant	  that	   “The	   PCA	   followed	   production	   from	   the	   script	   stage	   through	   to	   the	   final	  editing”	   (Cook	   et	   al,	   1999:	   8).	   Therefore,	   like	   all	   filmmakers	   working	   in	  Hollywood,	   Hitchcock	   had	   to	   have	   all	   aspects	   of	   his	   films	   subjected	   to	   the	  stringent	  conditions	  of	  control	  that	  the	  PCA	  exercised	  between	  1934	  and	  1968.4	  That	  he	  was	  able	  to	  introduce	  so	  many	  subversive	  elements	  into	  his	  films	  would	  suggest	  that	  he	  was	  a	  skilled	  political	  operator,	  making	  complex	  trade-­‐offs	  with	  the	  PCA	  as	   to	  what	   to	   include	   and	   exclude	   in	  his	   films,	   particularly	   since	   their	  control	  also	  involved	  influencing	  how	  stories	  should	  be	  told.	  Kahn	  again	  notes:	  Once	   the	   Code’s	   provisions	   had	   entered	   cinematic	   currency,	   in	   fact,	   they	  informed	   both	   the	   style	   and	   the	   content	   of	   the	   genres	   themselves	   (ibid,	  1999:	  8).	  Thus,	   Hitchcock	   was	   working	   within	   conditions	   of	   limitation.	   Yet,	   I	   would	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  precisely	  because	  of	  these	  limitations	  that	  he	  was	  able	  to	  thrive,	  since	  they	  offered	  an	  external	  ordering	  force	  that	  he	  found	  comfort	  in.	  According	  to	  Truffaut	   in	  Hitchcock	   (1984)	   “Under	   the	   invariably	   self-­‐possessed	   and	  often	  cynical	  surface	  was	  a	  deeply	  vulnerable,	  sensitive,	  and	  emotional	  man”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	   15).	   And	   that	   he	   was	   “A	   man	   who,	   since	   his	   adolescence,	   had	   trained	  himself	   to	   be	   in	   control	   of	   the	   situation”	   (ibid,	   1984:	   12).	   Therefore,	   the	   PDA	  paradoxically	   offered	   a	   mechanism	   or	   structure	   that	   Hitchcock	   could	   work	  within	  and	  around,	  since	  it	  was	  an	  organisation,	  with	  its	  influence	  on	  every	  stage	  of	   the	   filmic	   process,	   that	   conformed	   with	   Hitchcock’s	   own	   strict	   Catholic	  upbringing.	  As	  he	  notes	  in	  his	  interview	  with	  Peter	  Bogdanovich	  in	  Who	  the	  Devil	  
Wrote	  That	  (1997):	  The	  Jesuits	  taught	  me	  organisation,	  control,	  and,	  to	  some	  degree,	  analysis.	  Their	   education	  was	   very	   strict,	   and	   orderliness	   is	   one	   of	   the	   things	   that	  came	  out	  of	  that.	  (Bogdanovich,	  1997:	  486).	  
                                                           3	  The	  blind	  man’s	  buff	  sequence	  in	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  was	  cut	  by	  the	  Administration	  before	  the	  film	  was	  allowed	  release	  in	  America,	  as	  Hitchcock	  himself	  noted:	  “When	  the	  film	  was	  released	  in	  America,	  that	  was	  the	  one	  scene	  they	  cut”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  114).	  	  4	  The	  conditions	  became	  somewhat	  less	  stringent	  in	  the	  1950s	  due	  to	  the	  threat	  from	  television	  and	  the	  resulting	  loss	  of	  profits	  in	  the	  film	  industry.	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Thus	   the	   parameters	   that	   the	   PCA	   and	   a	   Jesuit	   education	   established	   as	  limitations	  were	  ones	  that,	   in	  his	  professional	  life	  Hitchcock	  was	  able	  to	  exploit	  profitably	  in	  his	  films.	  	  	  
1.3	  The	  Hitchcock	  Thriller	  	  As	  far	  as	  the	  generic	  labelling	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  is	  concerned,	  IMDB	  categorises	  31	  of	  his	  43	  sound	   films	  a	   “thriller”	  and	  of	   the	  remaining	  12,	  only	   four	  are	  not	  defined	  as	  either	  horror	  (The	  Birds),	  mystery	  (North	  by	  Northwest,	  The	  Trouble	  
with	  Harry),	   film	  noir	   (The	  Wrong	  Man,	  Notorious,	  Spellbound)	  or	  crime	  (Under	  
Capricorn,	  The	  Paradine	  Case)5.	  While	  this	  is	  evidently	  a	  superficial	  classification	  of	  his	  films,	  it	  does	  allow	  potential	  viewers	  to	  make	  presuppositions	  concerning	  any	  given	  film	  and	  let	  them	  use	  genre	  as	  a	  method	  of	  categorising	  it,	  as	  well	  as	  the	   director	   associated	  with	   the	   film.	   Rick	   Altman	   notes	   in	   Film/Genre	   (1999)	  that	   genre	   studies	   frequently	   assume	   that	   “Audiences	   systematically	   recognise	  each	   film	   as	   belonging	   to	   the	   genre	   in	   question	   and	   interpret	   it	   accordingly”	  (Altman,	  1999:	  17).	  If	  this	  is	  true,	  then	  the	  presence	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  name	  above	  the	  film	  on	  the	  marquee	  can	  be	  considered	  not	  just	  as	  a	  marketing	  ploy	  but	  also	  one	   which	   is	   used	   to	   evoke	   generic	   expectations	   in	   the	   potential	   audience.	   In	  addition,	   as	   Todd	  McGowan	   points	   out	   in	   Psychoanalytic	   Film	   Theory	   and	   The	  
Rules	   of	   the	   Game	   (2015),	   generic	   expectations	   specifically	   belong	   to	   the	  Lacanian	  Symbolic	  order6:	  One	  of	  the	  predominant	  ways	  that	  the	  symbolic	  order	  functions	  in	  cinema	  is	   through	   the	   mediation	   of	   genre.	   Genres	   are	   symbolic	   categories	   that	  govern	  our	  expectations	  when	  we	  watch	  a	  film	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  99).	  Stated	   simply,	   therefore,	   genre	   ascriptions	   act	   as	   signifiers	   of	   film	   content	   and	  are	  a	  way	  that	  audiences	  can	  categorise	  films.	  	  Thus,	   contemporary	   audiences	  would	  have	  used	   the	   signifier	   “Hitchcock”,	  with	  the	  signified	  content	  being	  dependent	  on	  an	  individual’s	  interpretation	  of	  it,	  and	  the	  star	  persona	  Hitchcock	  carefully	  crafted	   in	  his	   television	  cameo	  to	  perceive	  
                                                           5	  The	  remaining	  four	  films	  are	  classified	  as	  follows:	  Mr	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith	  –	  Comedy,	  Romance;	  
Waltzes	  from	  Vienna	  –	  Biography,	  Romance,	  Music;	  The	  Skin	  Game	  –	  Drama	  and	  Juno	  and	  the	  
Paycock	  –	  Comedy,	  Drama.	  	  6	  The	  Lacanian	  Symbolic	  order	  is	  discussed	  and	  defined	  in	  Chapter	  5.6.	  
	   4 
the	   “thriller”	   in	   a	   highly	   specific	  manner.	   James	  Monaco	   even	   goes	   as	   far	   as	   to	  say,	  in	  How	  to	  Read	  a	  Film	  (2009),	  that	  “He	  (Hitchcock)	  dominated	  the	  genre	  of	  the	   thriller	   for	   half	   a	   century.	  He	   should	   have:	   he	   invented	   it”	   (Monaco,	   2009:	  327-­‐	  8).	  Although	  Monaco’s	  claim	  is	  hyperbole,	  it	  is	  valid	  to	  say	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  closely	  associated	  with	  the	  thriller	  genre.	  Altman	  states	  that,	  “Under	  the	  strong	  influence	   of	   Alfred	   Hitchcock,	   thrillers	   often	   begin	   with	   a	   crime	   and	   the	  accusation	  of	  an	  innocent	  bystander”	  (Altman,	  1999:	  154).	  While	  this	  is	  certainly	  true	  of	  The	  39	  Steps,	  Saboteur,	  The	  Wrong	  Man,	  North	  by	  Northwest	  and	  Frenzy,	  this	   pattern	   is	   not	   standard	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   films.	   His	   pattern,	  when	   a	   crime	   is	  committed7,	   extends	   to	   associating	   an	   innocent	   bystander	  with	   the	   crime	   they	  have	  witnessed	  or	  been	   implicated	   in,	  with	   tension	  being	   created	   as	   they	   seek	  the	   truth	   while	   evading	   capture	   (cf.	   The	   Man	  Who	   Knew	   Too	   Much,	   Sabotage,	  
Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt,	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  Strangers	  on	  a	  Train,	  I	  Confess.)	  	  However,	  Altman	  also	  notes	  that:	  	  It	  is	  instructive	  that	  the	  two	  genres	  most	  noted	  for	  their	  incremental	  logic	  –	  the	  horror	  film	  and	  the	  thriller	  –	  should	  be	  designated	  by	  terms	  describing	  the	  spectator’s	  reaction	  rather	  than	  filmic	  content	  (ibid,	  1999:	  153).	  Yet	   designating	   Hitchcock’s	   film	   as	   simply	   “thrillers”,	   containing	   the	  physiological	   reactions	   inherent	   within	   the	   word	   “thriller”,	   gives	   them	   a	  somewhat	   ephemeral	   quality	   and	   suggests	   that	   the	   physiological	   reaction	  subsumes	  the	  psychological	  impact.	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  it	  is	  because	  Hitchcock	  is	  as	  concerned	  with	  the	  psychological	  as	  he	  is	  with	  the	  physiological	  reactions	  to	  his	   films	   that	   the	   adjective	   “Hitchcockian”	   has	   come	   into	   being	   and	   is	   used	   to	  describe	  the	  generic	  content	  of	  films	  not	  made	  by	  Hitchcock	  as	  having	  a	  similar	  psychological	  and	  physiological	  impact.	  Altman	  believes	  that:	  For	   a	   genre	   to	   exist,	   a	   large	   number	   of	   texts	  must	   be	   produced,	   broadly	  distributed,	   exhibited	   to	   an	   extensive	   audience	   and	   received	   in	   a	   rather	  homogeneous	  manner	  (ibid,	  1999:	  84).	  
                                                           7	  The	  sound	  films	  without	  crime	  include	  Rich	  and	  Strange,	  Waltzes	  from	  Vienna,	  Mr	  and	  Mrs.	  
Smith	  and	  The	  Birds.	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It	   is	   certainly	   true	   that	   the	   majority	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   comply	   with	   these	  specific	  criteria,	  while	  the	  style	  of	  films	  Hitchcock	  made	  is	  distinctive	  enough	  to	  be	  considered	  to	  have	  a	  homogeneous	  impact.	  	  That	   the	   Hitchcock	   name	   generates	   an	   audience’s	   generic	   expectations	   can	   be	  demonstrated	   by	   looking	   at	   the	   taglines	   used	   for	   two	   films	  made	   by	   directors	  other	   than	   Hitchcock.	   For	   example,	   Mark	   Robson’s	   The	   Prize	   (1963)	   has	   the	  following	  tag	  line:	  	  “From	  the	  screenwriter	  of	  "North	  By	  Northwest"	  -­‐	  a	  colorful	  caper	  starring	  Paul	  Newman!”	  	  What	  is	  of	  interest	  here	  is	  that	  by	  foregrounding	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  there	  is	  an	  evident	  suggestion	  that	  elements	  of	  Hitchcock’s8	  North	  by	  Northwest	  are	  present	  in	  The	  Prize.	  That	   the	   tagline	  does	  not	  use	  Ernest	  Lehman,	   the	   screenwriter	  of	  both	   films,	   implies	   that	   his	   name	   was	   most	   likely	   unfamiliar	   to	   most	  contemporary	  audiences,	  while	  the	  use	  of	  the	  title	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  alludes	  to	  Hitchcock	  in	  absentia.	  	  	  Furthermore,	  Ernest	  Lehman’s	  new	  script	  not	  only	  bears	  striking	  similarities	  to	  
North	   by	   Northwest,	   itself	   an	   indication	   of	   the	   studio	   encouraging	   genre	  identification,	   but	   also	   to	  Hitchcock’s	  Foreign	  Correspondent,	   in	  which	  an	  older	  male	   expert	   is	   kidnapped	   and	   replaced	   with	   a	   doppelganger.	   This	   use	   of	  previously	  made	  films	  to	  create	  a	  new	  generic	  product	  was,	  according	  to	  George	  Stevens,	   quoted	   in	  The	   Classical	   Hollywood	  Movie	   (1985),	   apparently	   standard	  practice:	  Producers,	  writers	  and	  directors	  have	  got	   into	  the	  habit	  of	  screening	  over	  and	   over	   again	   the	   pictures	   that	   have	   proved	   in	   the	   past	   to	   possess	  something	  that	  made	  them	  box	  office	  successes…	  …They	  break	  them	  down	  into	   their	   component	   elements,	   study	   them	   carefully,	   and	   then	   use	   them	  again	  in	  a	  different	  arrangement,	  as	  part	  of	  a	  new	  story,	  depending	  on	  them	  to	  exert	  the	  same	  appeal	  they	  did	  the	  first	  time	  (Bordwell	  et	  al,	  2002:	  111).	  
                                                           8	  Legally,	  MGM,	  who	  produced	  both	  films,	  might	  not	  have	  been	  able	  to	  use	  Hitchcock’s	  name	  in	  the	  tagline,	  since,	  in	  1963,	  he	  was	  signed	  to	  Universal.	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Thus,	  MGM,	  in	  the	  present	  example,	   is	  overtly	  using	  aspects	  of	  Hitchcock	  story-­‐telling	   in	   an	   attempt	   to	   replicate	   the	   success	   of	  Hitchcock’s	   film	   and	   is	   further	  using	   generic	   expectations	   in	   the	   tagline	   to	   inform	   and	   attract	   potential	  audiences.	   It	   is	   also	   using	   the	   only	   film	  Hitchcock	  made	  with	   the	   studio	   as	   an	  indicator	  of	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  film	  it	  is	  promoting.	  	  Another	  example	  of	  using	  accepted	  notions	  of	  what	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  might	  be	  can	  be	  seen	  with	  the	  tagline	  for	  Brian	  de	  Palma’s	  Body	  Double	  (1984).	  It	  states:	  “Brian	   De	   Palma	   the	  modern	  master	   of	   suspense	   invites	   you	  witness	   -­‐	   A	  seduction.	  A	  mystery.	  A	  murder.”	  The	  key	  phrase	  in	  this	  is	  “master	  of	  suspense”,	  a	  phrase	  that	  is	  commonly	  used	  to	  describe	  Hitchcock	   and,	   as	   such,	   an	   indication	   to	   the	   potential	   audience	   of	   the	  type	   of	   film	   to	   be	   expected.	   In	   this	   case,	   it	   is	   a	   reworking	   of	   the	   voyeuristic	  elements	  of	  Rear	  Window	  and	  the	  phobic	  element	  of	  Vertigo.	  	  It	   could	   further	   be	   argued	   that	   if	   the	   spirit	   of	   Hitchcock	   is	   being	   used	   in	   the	  tagline	   to	   advertise	   films,	   then	   the	   spectator	   would	   have	   certain	   expectations	  when	  viewing	  that	  film.	  Altman	  notes:	  The	  public,	  whether	  self-­‐consciously	  or	  not,	  had	  to	  become	  so	  aware	  of	  the	  structures	   binding	   disparate	   films	   into	   a	   single	   generic	   category	   that	   the	  process	  of	  viewing	  would	  always	  be	  filtered	  through	  the	  type	  concept.	  That	  is,	   the	   expectations	   that	   come	  with	   generic	   identification	   (character	   type	  and	   relations,	   plot	   outcome,	   production	   style,	   and	   the	   like)	  must	   become	  part	   and	   parcel	   of	   the	   process	   where	   meaning	   is	   attributed	   to	   films	  (Altman,	  1999:	  53).	  This	   indicates	   that	   the	   audience	  has	   identified	   certain	   elements	   of	   a	  Hitchcock	  film	   as	   being	  Hitchcockian,	   so	  much	   so	   that	  when	   they	   view	   a	   film	   that	   is	   not	  made	   by	   Hitchcock,	   but	   in	   the	   spirit	   of	   Hitchcock,	   they	   bring	   certain	  preconceived	  notions	   as	   to	  what	   to	   expect.	   These	   generic	   notions	   and	  how	   far	  they	  can	  be	  applied	  across	  Hitchcock’s	  corpus	  of	  films	  will	  now	  be	  discussed.	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1.4	  The	  Hitchcock	  Narrative	  Let	   us	   begin	   with	   the	   three	   points	   that	   Altman	   mentions	   above,	   namely:	  character	   type	   and	   relations;	   plot	   outcome	   and	  production	   style.	   The	   first	   two	  elements,	   character	   type	   and	   relations	   and	   plot	   outcome	   will	   now	   be	   briefly	  discussed	   to	   examine	   how	   far	   they	   conform	   to	   both	   generic	   expectation	   and	  classical	  Hollywood	  storytelling.	  	  Hitchcock	   films,	   with	   the	   possible	   exception	   of	   The	   Birds,	   invariably	   reach	   a	  conclusion	  where	   all	   elements	   of	   the	   narrative	   have	   been	   resolved,	   as	   in	  most	  classical	  Hollywood	  cinema.	  Furthermore,	  a	  degree	  of	  order	  has	  been	  returned	  to,	   with	   the	   central	   character(s)	   having	   learnt	   about	   themselves.	   In	   addition,	  these	  characters	  provide	  what	  Bordwell	  notes	  is:	  …	  a	  reflection	  of	  the	  ideology	  of	  American	  individualism	  and	  enterprise,	  but	  it	   is	   the	  peculiar	   accomplishment	   of	   the	   classical	   cinema	   to	   translate	   this	  ideology	  into	  a	  rigorous	  chain	  of	  cause	  and	  effect	  (Bordwell	  et	  al,	  2002:	  16).	  	  However,	  with	  Hitchcock,	  the	  cause	  and	  effect	  is	  not	  usually	  a	  rigorous	  chain,	  but	  rather	  loose	  bonds	  of	  coincidences	  and	  absurdities.	  It	  is	  precisely	  this	  absence	  of	  what	  Hitchcock	  called	  “moronic	  logic”	  which	  is	  an	  essential	  part	  of	  the	  Hitchcock	  oeuvre	   and	  allow	  critics	   and	  academics	   to	  offer	   conjectures	  on	   the	  meaning	  of	  such	   leaps	  of	   logic	  as,	   for	  example,	  why	  Gavin	  Elster	  (Tom	  Helmore)	  concocted	  such	  a	  complex	  plot	  to	  murder	  Madeleine	  in	  Vertigo.	  	  Where	   Hitchcock	   does	   conform	   to	   the	   classical	   model	   is	   by	   employing	   an	  individual	  protagonist	  who	  needs	  to	  achieve	  something,	  be	  it	  to	  find	  out	  what	  the	  eponymous	  39	  Steps	  are	  or,	   in	  Rear	  Window,	  what	  happened	  to	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	  (Irene	  Winston)	  to	  name	  but	  two	  examples.	  During	  this	  journey	  they	  will	  grow	  to	  realise	   that	   the	   person	   they	   are	   paired	   with	   is	   ideologically	   and	   physically	  suitable	  as	  a	  partner	  in	  a	  heterosexual	  relationship.	  	  	  This	   can	   even	   be	   seen	   in	   a	   film	   like	   Psycho	   in	   which	   the	   apparent	   central	  character,	  Marion	  Crane	  (Janet	  Leigh),	  is	  killed	  off,	  with	  her	  particular	  narrative	  being	  removed	  by	  her	  death,	  having	  psychologically	  reached	  its	  conclusion	  in	  her	  decision	  to	  go	  back	  to	  Phoenix	  to	  return	  the	  stolen	  money.	  	  However,	  where	  the	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generic	   form	   of	   cause	   and	   effect	   would	   be	   to	   continue	   the	   journey	   back	   to	  Phoenix	  and	  her	  eventual	  redemption,	  Hitchcock	  breaks	  this	  chain	  by	  removing	  the	   protagonist	   from	   the	   narrative.	   Yet	   her	   individual	   narrative	   had	   already	  reached	   its	   goal	  with	   her	   decision	   to	   return	   to	   Phoenix.	   Therefore,	   in	   classical	  terms,	  Hitchcock	  has	  both	  conformed	  to	  and	  subverted	  generic	  expectations.	  	  Furthermore,	   however	   artificially9,	   the	   psychiatrist’s	   detailed	   explanation	   of	  mother/Norman	   places	   the	   audience	   in	   the	   position	   of	   learning	   apparently	  important	   information	   about	   Norman	   Bates	   (Anthony	   Perkins),	   the	   central	  character	  who	  murders	  to	  achieve	  the	  status	  of	  protagonist	  and	  so	  embark	  on	  his	  narrative	   arc.	   This	   explanation	   also	   allows	   the	   spectator	   to	   disassociate	  themselves	   from	   the	   identification	   with	   Norman	   Bates	   that	   Hitchcock	   forced	  upon	  them	  with	  the	  removal	  of	  Marion.	  	  	  This	  bears	  out	  what	  Stephen	  Neale	  states	  in	  Genre	  (1980):	  The	   existence	   of	   genres	   means	   that	   the	   spectator,	   precisely,	   will	   always	  know	  that	  everything	  will	  be	  “made	  right	   in	  the	  end”,	  that	  everything	  will	  cohere,	   that	   any	   threat	   or	   any	   danger	   in	   the	   narrative	   process	   itself	   will	  always	  be	  contained	  (Neale,	  1980:	  28).	  
Vertigo	  would	  appear	  not	   to	   adhere	   to	   this	  pattern.	  However,	   it	   can	  be	  argued	  that	  Judy’s	  flashback	  to	  the	  death	  of	  Madeleine	  (Kim	  Novak)	  reveals	  her	  to	  be	  a	  co-­‐conspirator	  in	  a	  complex	  murder	  plot.	  This	  in	  turn	  means	  that	  her	  death	  is	  a	  perfectly	  acceptable	  outcome	  in	  Classical	  Hollywood	  cinema:	  physical	  atonement	  motivated	  by	  psychological	   guilt	   for	   her	   involvement	   in	   the	  plot.	   Furthermore,	  since	  Vertigo	  is	  a	  variation	  on	  the	  detective	  genre,	  the	  flashback	  serves	  to	  inform	  the	   audience	   of	   something	   the	   detective	   figure	   doesn’t	   know.	   According	   to	  Bordwell,	  writing	   in	  Narration	   in	   Fiction	   Film	   (1985),	   in	   traditional	  Hollywood	  terms	  “The	  detective	  film	  will	  utilize	  a	  restricted	  narration	  to	  justify	  gaps	  in	  our	  knowledge	  of	  the	  crime	  fabula”	  (Bordwell,	  1985:	  67).	  
                                                           9	  David	  Bordwell	  et	  al	  note	  in	  The	  Classical	  Hollywood	  Cinema	  that:	  …	  we	  need	  to	  recognise	  that	  Hollywood’s	  use	  of	  Freudian	  psychology	  was	  highly	  selective	  and	  distorting,	  trimming	  and	  thinning	  psychoanalytic	  concepts	  to	  fit	  an	  existing	  model	  of	  clear	  characterisation	  and	  causality.	  (Bordwell	  et	  al,	  2002:	  21).	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Yet,	  by	  placing	  the	  audience	  ahead	  of	  Scottie	  (James	  Stewart)	  in	  the	  narrative	  arc,	  Hitchcock	  subverts	  this	  notion	  by	  ensuring	  that	  we	  are	  aware	  of	  Judy’s	  guilt,	  but	  also	  suggesting	  to	  us	  that	  Scottie	  will	  detect	  her	  crime	  and	  make	  her	  pay	  for	   it.	  However,	   this	   killing	   off	   of	   the	   apparent	   heroine,	   while	   adhering	   to	   genre	  expectations	   for	   the	   reasons	   given,	   undermines	   them	   precisely	   by	   the	   act	   of	  killing	  off	   the	   female	   romantic	   lead.	   It	   is	   this	   type	  of	   complicating	   gesture	   that	  contributes	  to	  a	  Hitchcock	  film.	  	  
1.5	  The	  Hitchcock	  Couple	  A	   further	   part	   of	   classical	   plot	   outcome	   is	   the	   relationship	   of	   the	  male/female	  that	   the	  Hitchcock	   film	   invariably	  bring	   together.	   In	  early	   films	   such	  as	  The	  39	  
Steps,	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  and	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes	   there	  is	  the	  traditional	  notion	  of	   the	   newly	   formed	   heterosexual	   couple	   celebrating	   their	   re-­‐established	  position	   in	   society,	   but	   even	   in	   these	   films	   this	   notion	   is	   subverted.	   In	  The	   39	  
Steps,	   the	   final	   shot	   is	   of	   a	   close	   up	   of	   Hannay	   (Robert	   Donat)	   and	   Pamela	  (Madeleine	  Carroll)	  and	  their	  hands	  touching,	  which	  is	  a	  sign	  of	  their	  status	  as	  a	  newly-­‐formed	  couple.	  Yet	  dangling	  between	  them	  are	  the	  handcuffs	  still	  attached	  to	  Hannay’s	  wrist.	  These	  handcuffs	  now	  act	  as	  a	  pointed,	  and	  arguably	  negative,	  metaphor	  for	  the	  marriage	  that	  is	  implied	  in	  these	  Classical	  endings.10	  
	  Even	   in	   films	   where	   there	   would	   seem	   to	   be	   traditional	   closure,	   in	   that	   the	  heterosexual	  couple	  appear	  to	  have	  resolved	  their	  narrative	  conflicts,	  Hitchcock	  undermines	   such	   closure	   through	   heterogeneous	   means.	   Narrative	   closure	   is	  achieved	   in	  Marnie,	   for	   example,	  with	  Mark	   (Sean	  Connery)	   and	  Marnie	   (Tippi	  Hedren)	   married	   and	   the	   root	   of	   her	   problem	   having	   been	   diagnosed	   in	   the	  narrative.	  However,	  their	  “happy	  ever	  after”	  future	  is	  far	  from	  certain	  since	  her	  psychological	   issues	   have	   only	   been	   exposed	   and	   not	   resolved.	   While,	   in	  traditional	  endings	  characters	  learn	  from	  their	  past;	  at	  this	  stage	  Marnie	  has	  only	  learnt	  about	  her	  past.	  	  
                                                           10	  Other	  examples	  of	  this	  type	  of	  subverted	  “happy	  ending”	  are	  discussed	  throughout	  the	  thesis,	  but	  in	  particular	  in	  the	  chapter	  “Families	  and	  Communal	  Spaces.”	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The	  closure	  of	  The	  Wrong	  Man	   is	   similarly	   imbued	  with	  a	   sense	  of	  unease.	  We	  last	  see	  Rose	  Balestrero	  (Vera	  Miles),	  uncommunicative	  in	  a	  sanatorium,	  where	  she	  has	  been	  placed,	  having	  broken	  down	  after	  her	  husband,	  Manny	  Balestrero	  (Henry	  Fonda),	  had	  been	  accused	  of	  theft.	  He	  reveals	  the	  news	  to	  her	  that	  he	  has	  been	   cleared,	   only	   to	   receive	   her	   unresponsive	   blank	   stare.	   The	   film	   then	  superimposes	   the	   following	   caption	   as	   a	   dejected	   Manny	   walks	   down	   the	  sanatorium	  corridor	  away	  from	  camera:	  Two	   years	   later,	   Rose	   Balestrero	   walked	   out	   of	   the	   sanatorium	   –	  completely	   cured.	  Today	   she	   lives	  happily	   in	  Florida	  with	  Manny	  and	   the	  two	  boys	  –	  and	  what	  happened	  seems	  like	  a	  nightmare	  to	  them	  –	  but	  it	  did	  happen.	  	  We	  then	  cut	  to	  an	  extreme	  long	  shot	  of	  an	  unidentifiable	  family	  of	  four	  walking	  along	  an	  unidentified	  sidewalk.	  This	  ending	  would	  therefore	  seem	  to	  conform	  to	  the	   family	   unit	   being	   restored	   and	   is	   concomitant	   with	   classical	   Hollywood	  expectations.	  	  	  	  However,	   the	   use	   of	   the	   word	   “happily”	   in	   the	   caption,	   with	   its	   fairytale	  connotations,	  undermines	   this	  notion,	   as	  does	   the	  unidentifiable	   family	   shot	   in	  extreme	  long	  shot	  in	  an	  unidentifiable	  location	  and	  Hitchcock	  obliquely	  admitted	  that	  this	  ending	  is	  false	  when	  he	  said	  to	  Truffaut	  “His	  wife	  lost	  her	  mind	  and	  was	  put	  in	  an	  insane	  asylum.	  She’s	  probably	  still	  there”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  235).	  	  This	  ending	  is	  therefore	  an	  example,	  of	  what	  Claude	  Chabrol	  and	  Eric	  Rohmer,	  in	  
The	   First	   Forty	   Four	   Films	   (1957)	   call	   “a	   phony	   happy	   ending”	   (Rohmer	   et	   al,	  1979:	  125).	  However,	  if	  this	  last	  shot	  is	  discounted,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  caption	  which	  precedes	  it,	  we	  are	  left	  with	  another	  traditional,	  but	  subverting,	  ending,	  which	  is	  that	   of	   the	   protagonist	   walking	   away	   from	   camera	   into	   their	   future,	   in	   other	  words,	  Manny	  walking	  along	  the	  sanatorium	  corridor	  into	  the	  unknown.	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1.6	  Production	  Design	  If	   Hitchcock’s	   plot	   outcomes	   and	   character	   relations,	  while	   seeming	   to	   comply	  with	   narrative	   expectations,	   yet	   subtly	   commenting	   on	   or	   undermining	   them	  make	   up	   two	   aspects	   of	   what	   a	   Hitchcock	   film	   is,	   his	   production	   design	   is	   an	  equally	  important	  part	  of	  it.	  Production	  design	  includes	  not	  only	  those	  elements	  we	  see	  on	  screen	  but	  also	  the	  positioning	  and	  movement	  of	  cameras	  and	  actors	  to	  achieve	  a	  specific	  effect.	  	  	  An	  example	  of	   this	  Hitchcock	  highlights	   in	  his	   interviews	  with	  Truffaut,	   saying	  ”Isn’t	   it	   a	   fascinating	  design.	  One	   could	   study	   it	   forever”	   (Truffaut,	   1984:	  195).	  This	  is	  the	  opening	  sequence	  of	  Strangers	  on	  a	  Train.	  In	  it	  we	  see	  the	  feet	  of	  Guy	  (Farley	  Granger)	  moving	  from	  left	  to	  right	  across	  the	  screen	  being	  intercut	  with	  Bruno	  (Robert	  Walker)	  and	  his	   feet	  moving	   from	  right	   to	   left.	  This	  direction	  of	  movement	   is	   also	   typical	   of	   Hitchcock	   in	   revealing	   the	   relative	   worth	   of	  characters	   (cf.	   The	   Lady	   Vanishes,	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt),	   as	   well	   as	   being	   a	  formalistic	   device	   used	   by	   other	   directors	   (cf.	   Byron	   Haskin’s	   The	  War	   of	   the	  
Worlds	  (1953),	  Michael	  Haneke’s	  Funny	  Games	  (1997).	  In	  fact,	  this	  positioning	  of	  characters	  on	  the	  left	  or	  right	  of	  the	  screen	  and	  their	  implied	  movement	  has	  been	  studied	   in	   terms	   of	   advertising.	   Gunther	  Kress	   and	  Theo	   van	   Leeuwen	  note	   in	  
Reading	   Images:	   The	   Grammar	   of	   Visual	   Design	   (2006)	   that	   when	   considering	  photographs	  used	  in	  advertising	  that:	  …the	   elements	   placed	   on	   the	   left	   are	   presented	   as	   Given,	   the	   elements	  placed	  on	  the	  right	  as	  New	  (Kress	  et	  al,	  2006:	  181).	  Within	  the	  filmic	  context,	  therefore	  the	  “Given”	  on	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen	  includes	  the	  positive	  moral	   values	   of	   the	  protagonist,	  while	   the	   “New”	  on	   the	   right	   and	  moving	  towards	  the	  “Given”	  represents	  the	  force	  that	  will	  disrupt	  and	  test	  these	  moral	  values.	  Succinctly	  stated,	  the	  left	  is	  good	  and	  the	  right	  is	  bad.	  This	  is	  clearly	  seen	   in	  The	  War	  of	   the	  Worlds	  where	   the	   forces	  of	  perceived	  good	  persistently	  move	   from	   left	   to	   right,	   while	   the	   Martians	   move	   from	   right	   to	   left.	  Metaphorically,	   this	   movement	   could	   be	   said	   to	   represent	   the	   fear	   of	  communism	   spreading	   from	   the	   east	   which	   the	   McCarthy	   era	   so	   clearly	  engendered.	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Hitchcock	  also	  exploited	  this	  movement	  from	  right	  to	  left	  to	  introduce	  one	  of	  his	  most	  politically	  explicit	  films:	  Saboteur.	  	  Close	  to	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film,	  as	  Fry	  (Norman	  Lloyd)	  detonates	  the	  device	  that	  causes	  the	  conflagration	  which	  engulfs	  the	  aircraft	  factory,	  Hitchcock	  cuts	  from	  a	  shot	  of	  the	  production	  line	  of	  planes	  in	  various	   stages	   of	   preparedness,	   to	   a	   shot	   of	   what	   can	   be	   assumed	   to	   be	   the	  hangar	  door	  of	  the	  factory.	  The	  striking	  shot	  of	  vertical	  black	  and	  white	  stripes	  with	  what	   appears	   to	   be	   packing	   cases	   in	   the	   bottom	   left	   hand	   corner,	   can,	   if	  rotated	   90	   degrees	   clockwise,	   be	   considered	   a	   representation	   of	   the	  American	  flag.	  This	  version	  of	  the	  American	  flag	  is	  then	  slowly	  saturated	  with	  black	  smoke	  which	  enters	  from	  the	  right	  of	  the	  screen	  to	  cover	  almost	  the	  entire	  screen.	  This	  can	  be	   seen	  as	  a	  metaphorical	   representation	  of	   the	   insidious	   spread	  of	   fascist	  ideals	  that	  Barry	  uncovers	  throughout	  the	  film.	  However,	  unlike	  The	  War	  of	  the	  
Worlds,	  where	  the	  alien	  movement	  from	  right	  to	  left	  does	  not	  linguistically	  match	  political	   ideals,	   in	   Saboteur,	   Hitchcock	   has	   created	   a	   formally	   apposite	   visual	  metaphor	  that	  reveals	  the	  threat	  of	  the	  new	  to	  the	  given.	  	  	  
	  Fig.	  1.	  Saboteur.	  The	  threat	  of	  the	  new	  moves	  from	  right	  to	  left.	  	  Through	  similar	  formalistic	  concerns,	  Hitchcock	  introduced	  character	  intention,	  location	  and	  metaphoric	  content	  within	  the	  opening	  sequence	  of	  Strangers	  on	  a	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Train.	  We	  first	  see	  Bruno’s	  somewhat	  raffish	  brogues	  emerge	  from	  a	  taxi	  before	  walking	   from	   right	   to	   left	   and	   then	   cut	   to	   Guy’s	   more	   conservative	   footwear	  getting	   out	   of	   another	   taxi	   and	   walking	   from	   left	   to	   right.	   This	   sequence	   of	  walking	  feet	  is	  repeated	  until	  Guy’s	  feet	  accidentally	  brush	  against	  Bruno’s	  feet.	  Using	  the	  argument	  given	  above,	  this	  last	  action	  acts	  as	  a	  metonym	  for	  the	  entire	  film,	  in	  which	  Guy	  tries	  to	  extricate	  himself	  from	  his	  brush	  with	  evil.	  	  Nicholas	  Haeffner	  notes	  in	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  (2005)	  that:	  Hitchcock’s	   formalism	   suggests	   an	   objective,	   yet	   enquiring	   gaze	   at	   the	  world,	   frequently	  manifesting	   a	   distanced,	   disengaged	   and	   ironic	   view	   of	  events	  (Haeffner,	  2005:	  45).	  This	  is	  demonstrated	  by	  the	  even	  more	  complex,	  yet	  equally	  effective	  opening	  of	  
Rear	  Window.	  The	   film	  opens	  with	   the	  credits	  superimposed	  over	   the	  blinds	  of	  Jeff’s	  apartment	  to	  unveil	  the	  “screen”.	  The	  camera	  then	  tracks	  forward	  and	  cuts	  to	   a	   shot	   of	   a	   black	   cat	   meowing	   and	   mounting	   a	   shallow	   staircase	   in	   the	  courtyard.	   The	   cat	   gives	   a	   point	   of	   focus	   to	   allow	   the	   camera	   to	   track	   its	  movement	   before	   it	   pans	   around	   the	   rest	   of	   the	   courtyard	   anticlockwise	   and	  comes	  to	  rest	  on	  Jeff’s	  sleeping	  perspiring	  face	  in	  close-­‐up.	  The	  film	  then	  cuts	  to	  a	  close-­‐up	  of	  a	  thermometer	  indicating	  that	  the	  temperature	  is	  94	  degrees.	  In	  the	  same	   shot	   the	   camera	   then	   pans	   up	   and	   out	   of	   the	   window	   to	   repeat	   the	  movement	  it	  has	  just	  made	  to	  reveal	  more	  detail	  about	  some	  of	  the	  major	  players	  in	   the	   film	   Jeff	   (James	   Stewart)	   and	  we	  will	  watch.	  We	  hear	   a	   radio	   dial	   being	  tuned	   across	   various	   radio	   stations,	   which	   anticipates	   the	   way	   Jeff	   scans	   the	  apartments	  opposite	  him,	  tuning	  in	  and	  tuning	  out	  and	  only	  catching	  snippets	  of	  what	  takes	  place.	  	  The	  camera	  continues	  its	  movement	  and	  ends	  up	  back	  in	  the	  apartment	  to	  reveal	  the	   sleeping	   Jeff	   in	   his	   wheelchair,	   the	   cast	   with	   its	   “Here	   lie	   the	   bones	   of	   LB	  Jeffries”	   and	   continues	   its	   pan	   around	   the	   room	   to	   reveal	   a	   broken	   camera,	   a	  photograph	   of	   a	   motor	   accident,	   a	   picture	   of	   an	   atomic	   explosion,	   a	   framed	  negative	  of	  Lisa	  (Grace	  Kelly)	  and	  then	  the	  positive	  version	  of	  it	  on	  the	  cover	  of	  an	  unnamed	  magazine.	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Thus	  Hitchcock	  has,	   in	  a	  sequence	  lasting	  two	  minutes	  and	  28	  seconds,	  created	  an	  expositional,	  dialogue-­‐free	  scene	  purely	   through	  camera	  movement	  that	  has	  revealed	  not	  only	   the	  main	   themes	  of	   the	   film,	  but	  also	   revealed	  much	  of	   Jeff’s	  character,	  by	  making	  the	  spectator	  do	  the	  work	  of	  expositional	  dialogue.	  This,	  I	  believe,	   clearly	   demonstrates	   Hitchcock’s	   formalist	   concerns,	   if	   we	   take	   into	  account	  what	  Boris	  Eikhenbaum	  says,	  as	  cited	  by	  Ian	  Christie	  in	  The	  Oxford	  Guide	  
to	  Film	  Studies	  (1998):	  …In	   Formalist	   terms,	   how	   do	   transitions	   appear	   motivated	   rather	   than	  arbitrary?	  He	  suggests	  that	  the	  viewer	  is	  prompted	  to	  supply	  links	  through	  internal	   speech,	   by	   completing	   or	   articulating	   what	   is	   implied	   by	   the	  sequence	  of	  (silent)	  screen	  images	  (Hill	  et	  al,	  1998:	  60).	  While	   the	   sequence	   under	   discussion	   only	   has	   two	   cuts,	   the	   same	   process	   is	  taking	  place	  as	  the	  spectator	  postulates	  connections	  between	  the	  various	  objects	  the	  camera	  shows.	  This	  process	   is	  also	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  dream	  work	   if	  we	  accept	  Paul	  Willeman’s	  notion,	  again	  cited	  by	  Christie,	  that:	  Might	  not	  this	  discourse	  of	  “thought	  work”	  accompany	  all	   filmmaking	  and	  viewing…	  …be	  subject	  to	  the	  same	  processes	  of	  abbreviation,	  condensation,	  distortion,	   and	   the	   like	   that	   Freud	   identified	   in	   dreams,	   so	   that	   it	   could	  function	  as	  both	  a	  constituent	  and	  a	  product	  of	   the	   filmic	   text	  –	  a	  kind	  of	  unconscious	  of	  the	  filmic	  system	  (ibid,	  1998:	  61).	  Thus,	  as	  with	  the	  dream,	  we	  seek	  to	  make	  connections	  between	  the	  events	  and	  objects	  we	   have	   seen.	  Hitchcock	   uses	   his	   camera	   and	   edits	   in	   such	   a	  way	   that	  encourages	   the	   audience	   to	   consider	   not	   only	   the	   connecting	   elements	   of	   the	  narrative	   but	   also	   to	   notice	   intimations	   of	   deeper	   themes.	   This	   formalistic	  strategy	  is	  particularly	  evident	  in	  much	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  work	  and	  is	  a	  contributing	  factor,	   I	   believe,	   to	   our	   subconscious	   suppositions	   of	   what	   to	   expect	   in	   a	  	  Hitchcock	  film.	  	  	  
1.7	  The	  MacGuffin	  The	  MacGuffin	  is	  that	  which	  motivates	  characters	  into	  action	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films,	  in	  other	  words,	  the	  goal	  that	  classical	  Hollywood	  demands	  the	  protagonists	  have.	  In	  Hitchcock’s	  case,	  these	  include,	  to	  mention	  three	  briefly,	  finding	  out	  what	  the	  39	  Steps	  are	  in	  the	  film	  of	  the	  same	  name,	  who	  is	  Kaplan	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest	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or	  what	   is	   in	  the	  wine	  bottles	   in	  Notorious.	  However,	  according	  to	  Hitchcock	   in	  conversation	  with	  Truffaut,	  he	  thought:	  …the	  main	  thing	  I’ve	  learned	  over	  the	  years	  is	  that	  the	  MacGuffin	  is	  nothing.	  I’m	   convinced	   of	   this	   but	   I	   find	   it	   very	   difficult	   to	   prove	   it	   to	   others	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  139).	  If	  we	  accept	  this	  as	  true,	  then	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  film	  shifts	  to	  its	  thematic	  content.	  In	   this	   light,	  The	   39	   Steps	   is	   concerned	  with	   the	   formation	   of	   the	   heterosexual	  couple	   and	   comments	   on	   the	   hypocrisy	   of	   religion,	   North	   by	   Northwest	   is	  concerned	   with	   mid-­‐20th	   century	   male	   isolation	   and	   Rear	   Window	   an	  examination	   of	   relationships	   from	   courtship	   through	   to	   divorce,	   which	   is	  metaphorically	  expressed	  in	  the	  film	  as	  murder.	  	  However,	   is	   the	  MacGuffin	   a	   peculiarity	   of	   Hitchcock	   and,	   therefore,	   an	   aspect	  that	  viewers	  only	  expect	  to	  see	  in	  his	  films?	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  it	  is	  not,	  since	  the	  MacGuffin	   is	   a	   common	   feature	  not	   just	  of	   the	   thriller	  but	  all	   genres	  of	   the	  classical	   Hollywood	   period.	   For	   example,	   in	   William	   Wyler’s	   melodrama	   The	  
Little	  Foxes	  (1941),	  the	  stealing	  of	  the	  railroad	  bonds	  which	  motivates	  the	  action	  is	  a	  pretext	  to	  explore	  greed	  and	  class,	  whereas	  in	  the	  film	  noir	   the	  eponymous	  Maltese	  Falcon	  in	  John	  Huston’s	  1941	  version	  of	  the	  film	  serves	  to	  explore	  deceit	  and	  betrayal,	  which	  are	  the	  main	  themes	  of	  the	  film.	  	  	  Yet	   the	   MacGuffin	   in	   both	   Hitchcock’s	   and	   other	   filmmakers’	   work	   can	   be	  explored	   from	   a	   different,	   psychoanalytic,	   point	   of	   view.	   From	   a	   Lacanian	  perspective,	  MacGuffins	   can	  express	  desire,	  which,	   according	   to	  Lacan	   in	  Écrits	  (2002)	   “…begins	   to	   take	  shape	  at	   the	  margin	   in	  which	  demand	  rips	  away	   from	  need”	   (Lacan,	   2005:	   689).	   That	   is	   to	   say,	   in	   this	   context,	   demand	   is	   conscious,	  taking	   the	   form	   of	   utterance,	   and	   need	   unconscious	   and,	   as	   such,	   beyond	   the	  realm	   of	   the	   utterable.	   As	   a	   result,	   desire	   is	   the	   fusion	   of	   the	   conscious	   and	  unconscious;	  a	  conscious	  expression	  of	  the	  unconscious	  voiced	  in	  the	  demand.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  protagonist	  is	  unaware	  of	  their	  need	  but	  can	  express	  it,	  within	  the	   realm	   of	   desire,	   either	   vocally,	   or	   through	   their	   actions,	   in	   their	   demands.	  This	   means	   that	   the	   MacGuffin	   in	   The	   Birds,	   for	   example,	   is	   Melanie	   (Tippi	  Hedren)	  and	  her	  need	  of	  Mitch	   (Rod	  Taylor),	  which	  she	  expresses	   through	  her	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wanting	   to	   please	   his	   sister,	   Cathy	   (Veronica	   Cartwright),	   and	   her	   desire	   to	  arrive	   in	  Bodego	  Bay	  and	  her	   initial	  contact	  with	  Mitch	  which	   triggers	   the	   first	  attack	  by	  the	  birds.	  	  
	  Furthermore,	  the	  MacGuffin	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  an	  expression	  of	  the	  Lacanian	  “le	  
petit	  autre”11,	  since	  the	  object	  itself	  in	  the	  MacGuffin	  is,	  as	  has	  been	  discussed,	  of	  no	   importance	  whatsoever,	  which	   is	  precisely	   the	   function	  of	   “le	  petit	  autre”	   in	  Lacanian	  psychoanalysis.	  Lionel	  Bailly	  quotes	  Lacan	  in	  Lacan	  (2009),	  “The	  object	  of	   desire	   in	   the	  usual	   sense	   is	   either	   a	   fantasy	  which	   supports	   the	  desire,	   or	   a	  lure”	   (Bailly,	  2009:	  129).	  This	  quality	  of	   fantasy	  of	   the	  object	  of	  desire	   (le	  petit	  
autre)	  is	  thus	  synonymous	  with	  the	  MacGuffin	  and	  all	  of	  the	  MacGuffins	  referred	  to	  here	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  fantastic	  objects.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  disappearance	  of	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	  in	  Rear	  Window.	  Neither	  her	  murder	  nor	  her	  body	  are	  seen	  in	  the	  film,	  thus	  the	  act	  of	  murder	  and	  her	  disposal	  are	  desired	  acts	  of	  fantasy,	  or	  rather	  fantastic	  acts	  of	  desire,	  by	  both	  Jeff	  and	  the	  viewer	  and	  a	   lure	  which	  draws	  the	  viewer	  and	  characters	  deeper	  into	  the	  narrative	  and	  the	  real	  concerns	  of	  the	  film,	  which	  have	  been	  mentioned	  above.	  	  In	   addition,	   this	   element	   of	   wanting	   something,	   such	   as	   the	   transit	   papers	   in	  
Casablanca	  (1942),	  is	  all	  part	  of	  the	  previously	  described	  goal-­‐orientation	  of	  the	  protagonist,	  a	  central	  facet	  of	  classical	  Hollywood	  storytelling,	  since	  their	  desire	  for	   something	   establishes	   a	   clearly	   defined	   goal	   for	   them	   to	   strive	   towards.	  Therefore,	  by	  renaming	  the	  MacGuffin	  as	  le	  petit	  autre,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  aspects	  of	  Lacanian	  psychoanalysis	   can	   be	   aptly	   applied	   to	   classical	  Hollywood	   cinematic	  conventions.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
                                                           11	  This	  idea	  is	  further	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5.9.	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1.8	  The	  Hitchcock	  Cameo	  However,	  there	  is	  one	  aspect	  of	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  that,	  as	  far	  as	  I	  know,	  is	  unique	  to	  Hitchcock	  and	  one	  which	  concerns	  all	  30	  films	  made	  in	  Hollywood	  as	  well	  as	  7	  of	  the	  22	  films	  he	  made	  in	  England.	  It	  is	  his	  cameo	  appearance,	  which	  he	  states:	  	  …was	   strictly	   utilitarian;	   we	   had	   to	   fill	   the	   screen.	   Later	   on	   it	   became	   a	  superstition	  and	  eventually	  a	  gag.	  But	  by	  now	  it’s	  a	  rather	  troublesome	  gag	  and	   I’m	   very	   careful	   to	   show	  up	   in	   the	   first	   five	  minutes	   so	   as	   to	   let	   the	  people	   look	  at	   the	  rest	  of	   the	  movie	  with	  no	   further	  distraction	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  49).	  While	  the	  last	  part	  of	  his	  claim	  is	  not	  strictly	  speaking	  true,	  as	  28	  of	  his	  cameos	  occur	  after	  the	  first	  ten	  minutes,	  it	  is	  certainly	  true	  that	  audiences	  expected	  the	  cameo	   to	   take	   place	   at	   some	   point	   in	   the	   film.	   This,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   allowed	  Hitchcock	  to	  use	  some	  of	  his	  cameos	  to	  add	  texture	  to	  the	  thematic	  content	  of	  the	  film.	  For	  example,	  in	  Suspicion,	  which	  is	  a	  film	  where	  written	  communication,	  be	  it	   through	   telegram	   or	   letter,	   results	   in	   plot	   information	   being	   communicated	  and	  deceptions	  to	  be	  hidden,	  he	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  long-­‐shot	  posting	  a	  letter.	  12	  	  His	   appearance	   in	   Psycho	   in	   a	   Stetson,	   immediately	   before	   Cassidy	   (Frank	  Albertson)	  and	  Lowery	  (Vaughn	  Taylor)	  enter	  the	  real	  estate	  office,	  links	  him	  to	  Cassidy,	   as	   he	   is	   also	   wearing	   a	   Stetson.	   Thereafter,	   Cassidy	   and	   his	   dialogue	  symbolically	  become	  the	  embodiment	  of	  Hitchcock	   in	   the	   film	  and	  all	  of	   this	   in	  the	  presence	  of	  his	  own	  daughter,	  Pat	  Hitchcock,	  who	  plays	  the	  other	  secretary	  in	   the	  office.	  This	   in	   turn	  means	   that	   lines	  Cassidy	  says,	   such	  as:	   “It’s	  as	  hot	  as	  fresh	   milk,”	   or	   “She	   just	   sat	   there	   while	   I	   dumped	   it	   out”	   take	   on	   a	   greater	  significance	  with	   the	   former	   suggestive	   of	   the	   oral	   and	   anal	   functions	   and	   the	  latter’s	   scatological	   reference	   foregrounding	   the	   link	   between	   money	   and	  excretion	  which	  the	  film	  highlights13.	  	  	  Finally,	   regarding	  Cassidy/Hitchcock,	  Cassidy	  asks	  Lowery,	   “Where’s	   the	  bottle	  hidden	  in	  your	  desk?”	  As	  he	  says	  this,	  he	  covers	  his	  mouth,	  which	  foreshadows	  
                                                           12	  The	  means	  of	  communication	  in	  this	  film	  are	  discussed	  in	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  6.2.	  13	  This	  point	  is	  extended	  upon	  in	  Chapter	  12.4.	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Norman’s	  gesture	  on	  his	  discovery	  of	  the	  dead	  Marion	  and	  thus	  links	  Hitchcock	  to	  Norman.	  	  Yet	  it	  is	  perhaps	  the	  cameo	  in	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  which	  offers	  the	  clearest	  example	  of	  how	  Hitchcock	  used	  his	  brief	  appearance	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  theme	  of	  the	  film.	  For	   a	  man	   never	   shy	   of	   putting	   himself	   in	   front	   of	   the	   camera,	   instead	   of	   the	  familiar	   figure,	   we	   see	   a	   rotund	   individual	   standing	   on	   an	   empty	   film	   lot	   in	  extreme	  long-­‐shot	  and	  silhouette	  facing	  the	  camera	  and	  we	  hear	  the	  words:	  This	   is	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   speaking.	   In	   the	   past,	   I	   have	   given	   you	   many	  kinds	   of	   suspense	   pictures.	   But	   this	   time,	   I	   would	   like	   you	   to	   see	   a	  different	  one.	  The	  difference	  lies	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  is	  a	  true	  story,	  every	  word	   of	   it.	   And	   yet	   it	   contains	   elements	   that	   are	   stranger	   than	   all	   the	  fiction	  that	  has	  gone	  into	  many	  of	  the	  thrillers	  that	  I've	  made	  before.	  What	  makes	  this	  cameo	  so	  unusual,	  in	  terms	  of	  his	  films,	  is	  that	  it	  is	  the	  only	  one	  in	  which	  Hitchcock	  speaks	  directly	  to	  the	  audience,	  thus	  taking	  himself	  out	  of	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film.	  The	  question	  hence	  arises,	  for	  a	  man	  not	  shy	  about	  being	  on	  screen,	  why	  have	  himself	  swathed	  in	  shadow?	  	  	  
	  Fig.	  2.	  The	  Wrong	  Man.	  Who	  is	  this	  man?	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His	  first	  five	  spoken	  words	  seem	  rather	  unnecessary,	  due	  to	  his	  fame	  at	  the	  time,	  the	  familiar	  voice	  and	  outline14.	  However,	  these	  words	  are	  a	  clue	  to	  what	  is	  going	  on	  here.	  It	  is	  my	  contention	  that	  the	  figure	  seen	  in	  outline	  is	  not	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  and	  it	  is	  an	  example	  of	  how	  Hitchcock	  manipulates	  his	  audience	  and	  suggests	  the	  theme	  of	   the	   film.	   Since	  we	   are	  watching	   a	   film	   called	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  we	   are	  being	   tricked	   into	   looking	   at	   the	  wrong	  man.	  What	   Hitchcock	   is	   doing	   here	   is	  establishing	   the	   premise	   of	   the	   film,	   upon	   which	   the	   narrative	   of	   the	   film	  depends;	  the	  wrongful	  identification	  of	  Manny	  Balestrero	  as	  a	  thief.	  Hitchcock	  is	  clearly	   demonstrating,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   how	   deceptive	   perception	   can	   be	   and	  how	  we	  are	  all	  susceptible	  to	  being	  influenced	  by	  false	  evidence.	  	  If	   this	  play	  between	  appearance	  and	   reality	   is	   a	   feature	  of	   the	  Hitchcock	   filmic	  universe,	   then	   it	   is	   surely	   a	   part	   of	   a	   further	   feature	  which	   is	   essential	   in	   the	  creation	   of	   a	   Hitchcock	   film	  which	   is	   the	   breakdown	   of	   the	   logic	   of	   cause	   and	  effect.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  “real”	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films,	  in	  a	  non-­‐Lacanian	  sense,15	  does	   not	   follow	   the	   dictates	   of	   the	   “real”	   as	  we	   experience	   it	   in	   everyday	   life.	  Effect	  does	  not	  follow	  cause,	  but	  seems	  to	  eliminate	  a	  couple	  of	  links	  in	  the	  chain.	  Thus	  Charles	   (Joseph	  Cotton)	   can	  magically	   reappear	   on	   an	  upper	   storey	   after	  being	  followed	  at	  ground	  level	  in	  the	  preceding	  shot	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  Shadow	  
of	  a	  Doubt,	  with	   there	  being	  no	   indication	  of	  a	   jump	   in	   filmic	   time.	  This	   lack	  of	  logic	  is	  something	  Truffaut	  alludes	  to,	  when	  he	  states:	  It’s	  obvious	  that	  the	  fantasy	  of	  the	  absurd	  is	  a	  key	  ingredient	  of	  your	  film-­‐making	  formula.	  Hitchcock:	  The	  fact	  is	  I	  practise	  absurdity	  quite	  religiously!	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  256).	  This	  position,	  however,	  is	  one	  which	  is	  contrary	  to	  classical	  Hollywood	  practice.	  As	  David	  Bordwell	  notes:	  
                                                           14	  It	  is	  worth	  viewing	  the	  opening	  of	  Nunnally	  Johnson’s	  The	  Three	  Faces	  of	  Eve	  (1957)	  in	  which	  Alistair	  Cooke,	  after	  being	  introduced	  by	  the	  caption	  “Introducing	  Alistair	  Cooke	  Distinguished	  Journalist	  and	  Commentator”	  talks	  directly	  to	  camera	  in	  an	  empty	  cinema.	  His	  first	  words	  echo	  Hitchcock’s.	  They	  are,	  “This	  is	  a	  true	  story.”	  Like	  Hitchcock	  he	  was	  a	  well-­‐known	  figure	  to	  American	  audiences,	  having	  presented	  Omnibus	  on	  network	  TV	  since	  1952.	  It	  would	  seem,	  therefore,	  that	  the	  use	  of	  so-­‐called	  TV	  personalities	  to	  introduce	  feature	  films	  was	  somewhat	  in	  vogue	  in	  the	  1950s.	  15	  The	  Lacanian	  Real	  is	  discussed	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  5.6.	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“Plot,”	   writes	   Francis	   Patterson	   in	   a	   1920	   manual	   for	   aspiring	  screenwriters,	  “is	  a	  careful	  and	  logical	  working	  out	  of	  the	  laws	  of	  cause	  and	  effect.	  The	  mere	  sequence	  of	  events	  will	  not	  make	  a	  plot.	  Emphasis	  must	  be	  laid	  upon	  causality	  and	  the	  action	  and	  reaction	  of	  the	  human	  will.”	  Here	  in	  brief	  is	  the	  premise	  of	  Hollywood	  storytelling	  (Bordwell,	  2002:	  13).	  That	   Bordwell	   uses	   a	   source	   to	  make	   his	   point	   from	   a	   time	   before	   the	   studio	  system	  had	  been	  clearly	  established	  shows	  how	  fixed	  the	  method	  of	  storytelling	  was	  and	  how	  early	  it	  had	  been	  established.	  Furthermore,	  within	  this	  method	  of	  storytelling,	  the	  audience	  expects	  certain	  things	  to	  happen,	  such	  as	  the	  lead	  male	  getting	   the	   girl	   (rarely	   the	   other	   way	   around),	   and	   good	   prevailing	   over	   evil.	  Steve	  Neale	  calls	  these	  “systems	  of	  expectation”	  and	  goes	  on	  to	  note	  in	  his	  essay	  “Questions	  of	  Genre”	  (1990):	  These	   systems	   of	   expectation…	   …involve	   a	   knowledge	   of…	   …various	  regimes	   of	   verisimilitude	   –	   various	   systems	   of	   plausibility,	   motivation,	  justification,	  and	  belief.	  Verisimilitudes	  means	  “probable”	  or	  “likely”	  (Stam	  
et	  al	  2000:	  158).	  However,	  in	  an	  interview	  with	  Bryan	  Forbes	  at	  the	  NFT	  shown	  by	  the	  BBC	  on	  the	  30th	   December	   1969,	   Hitchcock	   describes	   this	   approach	   as	   “moronic	   logic”.	   I	  would	   contend,	   therefore,	   that	   if,	   as	   Neale	   states,	   audiences	   bring	   systems	   of	  expectation	   to	   a	   Hitchcock	   film,	   one	   of	   the	   expectations	   must	   be	   to	   expect	  situations	  in	  which	  the	  logic	  that	  is	  normally	  brought	  to	  a	  film	  will	  be	  suspended.	  Thus,	  questions	  like	  “how	  did	  Scottie	  get	  down	  from	  the	  bridge	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  Vertigo?”	   or	   “Why	  do	   the	  birds	   attack?”	   in	   the	   eponymously-­‐named	   film	  are	  actually	  irrelevant	  because	  one	  of	  the	  systems	  of	  expectation	  we	  bring	  to	  bear	  on	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  is	  a	  loosened	  relationship	  between	  cause	  and	  effect.	  	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  precisely	  in	  this	  moronic	  logic	  that	  the	  Lacanian	  Real	  resides.	  Unanswerable	  questions	  concerning	  the	  flaws	  in	  the	  narrative	  reveal	  the	  gap	  in	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  and	   it	   is	   this	  gap	  which	   is	   the	   territory	  of	   the	  Real.	   Indeed,	  many	  of	  his	   films	  expose	  what	  classicists	  would	  call	   “flaws”	  or	  “weaknesses”	   in	  terms	   of	   plot	   logic,	   with	   the	   most	   obvious	   example	   being	   the	   plot	   of	   Vertigo,	  whose	  particular	  plot	  illogicalities	  are	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  7.3.	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1.9	  The	  Team	  There	  is	  one	  final	  aspect	  which	  contributes	  to	  the	  Hitchcock	  film	  and	  that	  is	  the	  consistency	  with	  which	   he	  worked	  with	   certain	   people.	   In	   the	   appendices	   are	  two	  charts	  that	  indicate	  that	  the	  two	  periods	  widely	  considered	  to	  be	  his	  classic	  periods	  rely	  on	  a	  reasonably	  fixed	  group	  of	  personnel,	   in	  particular	  the	  camera	  operator.	   Such	   consistency	   of	   cinematic	   vision,	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   camera	  operator,	   gives	   Hitchcock	   a	   clear	   foundation	   on	   which	   to	   build	   his	   filmic	  universe.	  Patricia	  Hitchcock,	  his	  daughter,	  writing	  in	  Alma	  Hitchcock:	  The	  Woman	  
behind	  The	  Man	  (2003),	  notes	  when	  talking	  about	  Marnie	  that:	  This	  was	  the	  last	  film	  he	  did	  with	  his	  director	  of	  photography	  Robert	  Burks	  and	   his	   editor	   George	   Tomasini.	   Without	   a	   doubt	   their	   contributions	   to	  Daddy’s	   movies	   (Mr.	   Burks	   did	   thirteen	   films	   with	   my	   father	   and	   Mr.	  Tomasini	  twelve)	  were	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  the	  movies’	  success	  (Hitchcock	  et	  
al,	  2003:	  200).	  It	   is	  possible	   that	  Hitchcock	  would	  have	   continued	  working	  with	  Tomasini	  but	  his	   death	   in	   1964	   prevented	   this,	   while	   Burks	   himself	   died	   in	   a	   house	   fire	   in	  1968.	  	  It	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  such	  consistency	  was	   impossible	  during	  his	  seven-­‐year	  contract	  with	  David	  O.	  Selznick,	  as	  he	  was	  hired	  out	  to	  different	  studios	  and	  thus	  having	  to	  use	  different	  crews.	  Furthermore,	  Rope	  and	  Under	  Capricorn,	  the	  two	  films	  he	  made	  with	  Transatlantic,	  his	  own	  production	  company,	  were	  made	  in	   America	   and	   England	   respectively,	   which	   naturally	   presented	   difficulties	   in	  retaining	  crew	  members.	  	  Of	   note	   also	   is	   Hitchcock’s	   wife,	   Alma	   Reville,	   who	   receives	   credit	   on	   14	   of	  Hitchcock’s	  English	  films	  but	  was	  his	  unnamed	  arbiter	  of	  taste	  in	  his	  Hollywood	  period.	   Hitchcock	   reveals	   her	   importance	   in	   the	   filmmaking	   process	   in	   “The	  Woman	  Who	  Knows	  Too	  Much”	  published	  in	  1956:	  She	  does	  read	  for	  me	  and	  I	  rely	  on	  her	  opinion.	  She	  helped	  me	  work	  out	  on	  paper	  the	  chase	  scene	  in	  To	  Catch	  a	  Thief.	  She	  tries	  to	  be	  on	  the	  set	  on	  the	  first	   day	  we	   begin	   shooting	   a	   film,	   sometimes	   goes	   to	   rushes	   and	   always	  give	  me	  her	  criticisms.	  They	  are	  invariably	  sound	  (Gottlieb,	  1997:	  53).	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Her	   true	   influence	   on	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   will	   never	   be	   known	   but	   it	   is	   my	  contention	  that	  she	  must	  be	  considered	  a	  key	  contributing	  factor	  to	  a	  Hitchcock	  film.	  	  	  The	  Hitchcock	  touch	  consists,	   in	  part,	  of	  a	  consistent	  team	  of	  trusted	  experts.	  It	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  this	  team	  is	  a	   less	  relevant	  part	  of	  generic	  considerations.	  However,	  teams	  are	  not	  unusual	  as	  an	  advertising	  tool	  in	  cinema.	  One	  only	  has	  to	  think	   of	   Powell	   and	   Pressburger,	   or	   the	   Coen	   brothers	   to	   realise	   that	   team	  consistency	  of	  name	  can	  be	  an	  index	  to	  quality.	  	  
1.10	  Closing	  Comments	  I	   have	   suggested	   in	   this	   chapter	   that	   there	   are	   a	   number	   of	   key	   elements	   that	  contribute	   towards	   making	   a	   film	   Hitchcockian.	   However,	   are	   these	   elements	  enough	  to	  make	  the	  term	  a	  genre	  in	  its	  own	  right	  and	  not	  just	  a	  sub-­‐genre	  of	  the	  thriller?	   In	  other	  words,	  can	  the	  adjective	  “Hitchcockian”	  be	  disassociated	  from	  the	  noun	  it	  is	  describing,	  for	  example	  “thriller”?	  Rick	  Altman	  notes:	  Under	   certain	   circumstances,	   so	   much	   attention	  may	   be	   attracted	   to	   the	  tacked	  on	  adjective	  that	  it	  changes	  parts	  of	  speech	  and	  inaugurates	  its	  own	  noun	  genre	  (Altman,	  1999:	  65).	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  term	  “Hitchcockian”	  has	  not	  reached	  stand-­‐alone	  status.	  Films	  can	  have	  elements	  of	  the	  Hitchcock	  approach	  and	  certain	  directors,	  like	  Brian	  de	  Palma,	  can	  use	  mimicry	  as	  the	  sincerest	  form	  of	  flattery	  to	  echo	  Hitchcock’s	  type	  of	  film.	  However,	  and	  in	  agreement	  with	  Jameson	  in	  the	  citation	  that	  opened	  this	  chapter,	   the	   films	   are	   the	   product	   of	   a	   very	   specific	   mode	   of	   production.	  Furthermore,	  they	  are	  products	  of	  mid-­‐twentieth	  century	  points	  of	  view,	  be	  they	  the	  producer,	   screenwriter	   or	  Hitchcock	  himself.	   There	   is	   one	   final	   point	   as	   to	  why	  there	  can	  never	  be	  a	  genre	  called	  “Hitchcockian.”	  To	  be	  truly	  Hitchcockian,	  the	   film	   has	   to	   have	   been	   made	   by	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   since	   the	   specific	  conjuncture	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  obsessions	  or	   concerns,	   the	   studio	   era,	   the	  mode	  of	  production	   with	   its	   inherent	   censorship,	   the	   conventions	   and	   the	   technology	  available,	  and	  so	  on,	  will	  never	  recur.	  For	  this	  reason,	  any	  attempts	  to	  replicate	  a	  Hitchcock	  universe	  in	  film	  will	  look	  like	  pastiche.	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2.	  REVIEW	  OF	  RELEVANT	  LITERATURE	  
2.1.	  Introductory	  Remarks	  In	  order	  to	  evaluate	  the	  academic	  viability	  of	  the	  areas	  I	  wish	  to	  explore	  in	  this	  thesis,	  a	  review	  of	  the	  literature	  currently	  available	  to	  me	  on	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	  films	  has	  been	  undertaken.	  This	  review	  was	  executed	  to	  establish	  if	  any	  of	  the	  aspects	  I	  am	  concerned	   with	   have	   already	   been	   studied	   in	   detail,	   thus	   providing	   both	   a	   useful	  starting	   and	   reference	   point	   for	   this	   thesis’s	   reflections	   on	   symbolic	   content	   in	   his	  films.	  	  I	  have	  had	  access	  to	  43	  books	  on	  Hitchcock	  or	  aspects	  of	  his	  work.	  These	  range	  from	  reasonably	  gossipy,	  one	  could	  say,	  coffee	  table	  books	  to	   in	  depth	  analyses	  related	  to	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	  films.	  These	  can	  be	  divided	  into	  the	  following	  categories:	  Hitchcock	  Biographies	   and	   Films;	   Hitchcock’s	   Interviews,	   Scripts	   and	   Essays	   on	   Hitchcock	  (anthologies	  and	  single	  authors).	  The	  themes	  of	  the	  relevant	  books	  and	  essays	  in	  each	  of	  these	  categories	  will	  now	  reflected	  on	  and	  their	  relevance	  to	  my	  thesis	  commented	  upon.	  	  
2.2.	  Hitchcock	  Biographies	  and	  Films	  Of	   the	   fourteen	  books	   included	   in	   this	   section,	   four	  of	   them	  are	  what	  one	  could	  call	  traditional	   biographies,	   as	   they	  detail	   elements	   of	   the	   filmmaker’s	   personal	   life	   and	  form	   a	   cohesive	   narrative	   in	   the	   traditional	   sense	   of	   starting	   with	   his	   birth	   and	  concluding	  with	  his	  death.	  Furthermore,	  they	  include	  detailed	  descriptions	  of	  how	  the	  films	  were	  made,	  that	  is	  to	  say,	  they	  discuss	  the	  process	  of	  filmmaking.	  However,	  their	  attention	  to	  theme	  and	  meaning	  is	  a	  less	  central	  or	  useful	  part	  of	  their	  content.	  	  The	   four	   books	   referred	   to	   in	   the	   previous	   paragraph	   are	  Donald	   Spoto’s	  The	  Dark	  
Side	  of	  Genius	  The	  Life	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  (1983),	  Patrick	  McGilligan’s	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  
A	   Life	   in	   Darkness	   and	   Light	   (2003),	   Quentin	   Falk’s	  Mr.	  Hitchcock	   (2007)	   and	   Peter	  Ackroyd’s	  Alfred	   Hitchcock	   (2015).	   It	   is	   to	   be	   noted	   that	   none	   of	   these	   books	   is	   an	  authorized	  biography	  and	   therefore	  not	   constrained	  by	   the	  need	   to	  omit	  or	   rewrite	  unfavourable	   aspects	   of	   their	   subject.	   However,	   while	   not	   constrained	   by	   such	  conditions,	   they	  do	  allow	   their	   authors	  a	  degree	  of	   license	   to	  extrapolate	   intentions	  and	  meaning	  where	  such	  might	  not	  be	  the	  case.	  Of	  the	  four	  Spoto’s	  biography	  is	  more	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prone	  to	  this	  tendency,	  yet	  it	  does	  offer	  interesting	  insights	  into	  possible	  meanings	  of	  aspects	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  	  	  McGilligan’s	   biography,	   while	   adopting	   the	   same	   “story	   of	   a	   life”	   approach,	   is	  apparently	  more	  factual	  in	  that	  it	  does	  not	  use	  speculation	  as	  a	  method	  of	  argument,	  nor	   does	   it	   attempt	   to	   analyse	   the	   films.	   However,	   it	   does,	   by	   using	   this	   approach,	  introduce	  Freud	  and	  psychoanalysis	  as	  a	  concept	  that	  Hitchcock	  was	  aware	  of	  early	  in	  his	   career	   and	   from	   this	   point	   of	   view	   is	   useful	   for	   my	   thesis	   as	   it	   indicates	   that	  Hitchcock	   was	   fully	   aware	   of	   Freudian	   ideas	   and	   was	   capable	   of	   using	   them	  consciously	  in	  his	  films.	  	  At	  178	  pages	  and,	  as	  it	  describes	  itself,	  “lavishly	  illustrated,”	  Quentin	  Falk’s	  biography	  is	  by	  far	  the	  shortest	  of	  the	  three,	  with	  the	  author	  admitting	  in	  the	  introduction,	  “…I	  didn’t	  expect	  to	  come	  up	  with	  anything	  startlingly	  new	  in	  terms	  of	  original	  research.”	  Due	   to	   its	   brevity	   and	   the	   fact	   that	   almost	   a	   third	   of	   the	   book	   is	   occupied	   by	   the	  “lavish”	   illustrations,	  Falk’s	  biography	  can	  be	  considered	  more	  as	  an	   introduction	  to	  Hitchcock	  rather	  than	  a	  source	  of	  or	  for	  academic	  analysis.	  	  Similarly,	   Peter	   Ackroyd’s	   biography	   is	   not	   concerned	   with	   academic	   analysis.	   It	  adopts	  a	  tone	  of	  neutrality	  but,	  disappointingly,	  considering	  that	  it	  was	  published	  last	  year	  and	  from	  a	  writer	  of	  repute,	  offers	  little	  that	  is	  new	  in	  terms	  of	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	  life.	  	  Three	  of	  the	  remaining	  ten	  books	  in	  this	  section	  focus	  on	  a	  chronological	  overview	  of	  Hitchcock’s	   films.	   They	   are	   Claude	   Chabrol	   and	   Eric	   Rohmer’s	   Hitchcock	   The	   First	  
Forty-­Four	  Films,	  Jim	  McDevitt	  and	  Eric	  San	  Juan’s	  A	  Year	  of	  Hitchcock	  (2009)	  and	  Paul	  Condon	   and	   Jim	   Sangster’s	   The	   Complete	   Hitchcock	   (1999).	   Chabrol	   and	   Rohmer’s	  book	  and	  their	  background	  in	  writing	  for	  Les	  Cahiers	  du	  Cinema	  offer	  not	  just	  the	  first	  book	  of	  academic	  worth	  written	  about	  Hitchcock	  but	  also	  one	  of	  the	  first	  books	  that	  is	  of	  use	  for	  film	  studies,	  in	  particular	  its	  consideration	  of	  the	  Auteur	  theory.	  From	  this	  point	   of	   view,	   as	   Hitchcock’s	   control	   of	   every	   aspect	   of	   filmmaking	   from	   script	   to	  editing	   confers	  on	  him	   the	   status	  of	   film	  Auteur,	   their	  work	  will	  help	  me	   to	  explore	  some	  underlying	  themes	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	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On	   the	   other	   hand,	   McDevitt	   and	   San	   Juan’s	   book,	   while	   attempting	   a	   degree	   of	  analysis	   of	   the	   films,	   but	   not	   from	   a	   psychoanalytic	   point	   of	   view,	   is	   perhaps	  undermined	  as	  a	  potentially	  academic	  work	  by	  each	  of	  the	  chapters	  having	  a	  section	  called	   “Trivia/Fun	   Stuff”.	   Furthermore,	   it	   claims	   to	   examine	   all	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   films	  but,	  for	  some	  reason,	  omits	  his	  first	  surviving	  feature,	  The	  Pleasure	  Garden.	  	  Finally,	   in	   this	   group	   is	   Condon	   and	   Sangster’s	   offering.	   The	   book	   itself	   provides	  overly	   detailed	   synopses	   of	   each	   of	   the	   extant	   films	   and	   gives	   basic	   production	  information	   on	   the	   lost	   early	   films	   where	   Hitchcock	   acted	   as	   assistant	   director.	  However,	   it	  offers	   little	   in	   the	  way	  of	   in-­‐depth	  analysis	  of	  each	  of	   the	   films	  but	  does	  offer	  production	  and	  cast	  details	  for	  each	  of	  the	  films.	  	  The	   British	   period	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   career	   is	   described	   in	   three	   books:	   Tom	   Ryall’s	  
Alfred	   Hitchcock	   and	   the	   British	   Cinema	   (1996);	   Charles	   Barr’s	   English	   Hitchcock	  (1999)	  and	  Mark	  Raymond	  Strauss’s	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  Silent	  Films	  (2004).	  The	  last	  of	  these	  concerns	  itself,	  as	  can	  be	  gathered	  from	  the	  title,	  with	  the	  10	  silent	  films	  made	  between	  1925	  and	  1929.	  It	  offers	  a	  scene-­‐by-­‐scene	  description	  of	  the	  action	  in	  each	  of	  the	  films	  and	  makes	  no	  attempt	  at	  analysis,	  psychoanalytic	  or	  otherwise,	  of	  theme.	  	  Charles	   Barr’s	  English	  Hitchcock	   follows	   a	   similar	   approach,	   but	   also	   contains	  what	  could	  be	  called	  a	  structuralist	  approach	  in	  that	  it	  has	  tables	  of	  breakdowns	  of	  scenes	  into	   their	   component	   shots.	   This	   is	   done	   to	   attempt	   to	   establish	  pattern	   and	   theme	  through	  repetition	  of	  shot	  and	  camera	  positions.	  However,	  the	  main	  focus	  of	  the	  book	  is	   a	   retelling	   of	   the	   narrative	   in	   approximately	   12	   pages	   per	   film,	   while	   making	  comments	  on	  what	  Barr	  considers	  effective	  or	  otherwise	  in	  each	  of	  the	  films.	  	  Tom	  Ryall’s	   book	   is	   less	   concerned	  with	   the	   content	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   and	  more	  interested	   in	   contextualizing	  Hitchcock	  within	   the	   British	   film	   industry	   of	   the	   time.	  Thus,	   it	   charts	   the	   development	   and	   documents	   the	   problems	   that	   the	   British	   film	  industry	  faced	  in	  the	  1920s	  and	  early	  30s.	  Ryall’s	  discussion	  of	  Hitchcock	  is	  based	  on	  genre	   studies	  and	  his	   relationship	  with	   the	  Classic	  Hollywood	  Narrative.	  Because	  of	  this,	  the	  films	  are	  dealt	  with	  in	  groups	  but	  no	  individual	  scene	  analysis	  is	  attempted.	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The	  next	  three	  books	  in	  this	  section	  are	  Donald	  Spoto’s	  Spellbound	  by	  Beauty	  (2008),	  Joel	   W.	   Finler’s	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   The	   Hollywood	   Years	   (1992)	   and	   Leonard	   J.	   Leff’s	  
Hitchcock	   and	   Selznick	   (1987).	   Spoto’s	   book	   is	   included	   in	   this	   section	   because	   it	  covers	   both	   the	   British	   and	   American	   features.	   However,	   its	   focus	   is	   not	   the	   films	  themselves	   but	   the	   relationship	   between	  Hitchcock	   and	   his	   leading	   ladies.	   Its	  main	  tenet	   is	   that	  Hitchcock	  had	  a	   complicated,	   sometimes	  abusive,	   relationship	  with	   the	  leading	  lady	  in	  almost	  all	  of	  his	  films.	  Through	  the	  examples	  given,	  his	  claim	  is	  proven.	  However,	  to	  prove	  his	  point	  one	  feels	  that	  the	  argument	  is	  not	  always	  fair-­‐minded.	  	  The	   remaining	   two	   books	   deal	   uniquely	   with	   Hitchcock’s	   Hollywood	   output.	   Leff’s	  book	  covers	  the	  seven-­‐year	  period	  Hitchcock	  was	  under	  contract	  to	  David	  O	  Selznick,	  when	  he	   first	  arrived	   in	  Hollywood	   in	  1939.	  During	   this	  period	  Hitchcock	  made	   ten	  feature	   films	   in	   Hollywood,	   but	   only	   four	   of	   these	   were	   made	   with	   the	   direct	  involvement	  of	  David	  O	  Selznick.	  It	  was	  Selznick’s	  policy	  to	  loan	  out	  his	  creative	  assets	  at	   a	   profit.	   This	   allowed	   Hitchcock	   much	   greater	   creative	   freedom	   than	   he	   would	  otherwise	  have	  had.	  	  	  Since	   this	   period	   constitutes	   one	   of	   the	   most	   important	   transitional	   stages	   of	   his	  career,	   Leff’s	   examination	   of	   Hitchcock	   and	   Selznick’s	   relationship	   is	   relevant	   as	   it	  reveals	  the	  degree	  of	   latitude	  Hitchcock	  was	  given.	  This	  is	   important	  for	  me,	  since	  it	  helps	  demonstrate	  that	  it	  was	  primarily	  Hitchcock’s	  symbols	  and	  themes	  which	  were	  projected	   onto	   the	   screen.	   However,	   the	   book	   only	   covers	   in	   detail	   the	   four	   films	  Hitchcock	  made	  with	  Selznick,	  but	  superficially	  the	  remaining	  six	  films	  of	  this	  period.	  Yet	   the	   insights	   into	  Hitchcock’s	   relationship	  with	  Selznick	  are	  useful	   for	  my	   thesis,	  particularly	  in	  relation	  to	  Spellbound	  (1945),	  but	  the	  book	  is	  less	  useful	  as	  regards	  his	  working	  with	  other	  studios.	  	  The	  final	  book	  in	  this	  section	  Finler’s	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  The	  Hollywood	  Years	  offers	  an	  overview	  in	  155	  pages	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  entire	  American	  film	  career.	  Due	  to	  the	  brevity	  of	   the	  book	   and	   the	   fact	   that	   it	   covers	   a	   period	  of	   37	   years	   and	  30	   films,	   not	  much	  depth	  of	  analysis	  is	  either	  possible	  or	  achieved.	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2.3.	  Hitchcock’s	  Interviews,	  Scripts	  and	  Writings	  As	   previously	   referred	   to,	  what	  Hitchcock	   had	   to	   say	   about	   his	   films	   should	   have	   a	  central	  bearing	  on	  my	  thesis.	  However,	  he	  had	  a	  strong	  distaste	  for	  talking	  seriously	  about	   his	   films.	   	   Equally,	   Spoto,	   in	   his	   introduction	   to	   his	   biography	   of	   Hitchcock,	  contends	   that	   “I	   learned	   at	   once	   that	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   was	   a	   notoriously	   poor	  correspondent	  and	  that	  almost	  no	  personal	  letters	  survive.	  Nor	  did	  he	  keep	  diaries	  or	  journals	  or	  notebooks	  –	  a	   fact	   that	   reflects	  his	  deep	   inarticulateness.”	  While	  his	   last	  comment	   indicates	   Spoto’s	   tendency	   towards	   insinuation,	   there	   is	   evidence	   that	  contradicts	  the	  first	  of	  these	  claims,	  since	  he	  maintained	  a	  long	  correspondence	  with	  Truffaut.	   However,	   the	   absence	   of	   diaries	   and	   notebooks	   does	   mean	   that	   little	   is	  known	  of	  the	  inner	  life	  of	  Hitchcock	  or	  his	  views	  on	  the	  issues	  of	  the	  day.	  	  The	   best-­‐known	   book,	   in	   which	   the	   interviewer	   attempts	   to	   hold	   an	   intellectual	  discussion	  with	  Hitchcock	  is	  Hitchcock	  by	  François	  Truffaut.	  In	  it,	  Hitchcock	  is	  adept	  at	  talking	   about	   the	   technical	   aspects	   of	   his	   films,	   but	   reluctant	   to	   indulge	   in	   any	  discussion	  about	  meaning	  and	  one	   is	   left	   to	   infer	  rather	   than	  deduce.	  Yet	   it	   remains	  the	  most	   complete	   collection	   of	   interviews	   undertaken	  with	   Hitchcock	   in	  which	   he	  talks	   about	   his	   entire	   career,	   rather	   than	   simply	   speaking	   when	   promoting	   an	  individual	  film	  and	  consequently	  this	  text	  is	  essential	  for	  this	  thesis.	  	  There	   is	   also	   a	   compilation	   of	   interviews	   edited	   by	   Sidney	   Gottlieb	   entitled	   Alfred	  
Hitchcock	  Interviews	  (2003).	  These	  cover	  the	  period	  1929	  to	  1974	  and	  range	  from	  the	  standard	   press	   junkets,	   where	   Hitchcock	   is	   promoting	   a	   particular	   film,	   to	   his	  favoured	   anecdotal	  method	  of	   dealing	  with	   interviewers,	  where	   familiar	   stories	   are	  retold	  with	  embellishments.	  There	   is,	  however,	  one	   interview	  with	  Oriana	  Fallaci	   in	  1963	  in	  which	  Hitchcock	  seems	  to	   let	  his	  guard	  down	  and	  he	  talks	  openly	  about	  his	  fears,	  loneliness,	  and	  his	  attitude	  to	  sex.	  	  	  Hitchcock’s	  writings,	  once	  again	  edited	  by	  Sidney	  Gottlieb	   in	  Hitchcock	  on	  Hitchcock	  (1995)	  suffer	  from	  a	  different	  problem,	  which	  Gottlieb	  expresses	  in	  his	  introduction:	  	  Still,	   though,	  Wood	   and	  others	   voice	   important	   criticisms	  of	   and	   reservations	  about	   the	  value	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  writings	   and	  public	   statements	   that	  need	   to	  be	  addressed.	  The	  most	   substantive	  of	   these	  are	  as	   follows:	  1)	   In	  what	   sense	  are	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these	   pieces	   Hitchcock’s	   own,	   given	   the	   likelihood	   that	   many	   of	   them	   were	  ghost-­‐written	  or	  heavily	   edited?	  2)	  To	  what	   extent	  does	   the	   fact	   that	  many,	   if	  not	   all,	   of	   them	   may	   have	   been	   intended	   as	   part	   of	   a	   public	   relations	   or	  promotional	   effort	   undermine	   their	   status	   as	  useful	   reflections	  on	  Hitchcock’s	  life	  and	  art?	  (Gottlieb,	  1997:	  xii).	  The	  book	  is	  divided	  into	  subject	  headings	  and	  the	  writings	  presented	  chronologically	  therein.	   The	   subject	   headings	   are:	   A	   Life	   in	   Films;	   Actors,	   Actresses,	   Stars;	   Thrills	  
Suspense,	  The	  Audience;	  Film	  Production	  and	  Techniques,	  Style,	  and	  Hitchcock	  at	  Work.	  What	  is	  of	  note	  is	  the	  consistency	  of	  opinion	  from	  the	  early	  writings	  to	  the	  latter	  ones.	  I	   would	   also	   suggest	   that	   the	   early	   writings,	   (the	   first	   writing	   cited	   is	   from	   1927),	  coming	  as	  they	  do	  from	  a	  young	  man	  making	  his	  way	   in	  the	   film	  industry,	  are	  more	  like	   to	   be	   Hitchcock’s	   own	   work.	   The	   conclusion	   that	   can	   be	   reached,	   due	   to	   the	  aforementioned	   consistency,	   is	   that	   the	   latter	   works	   fairly	   accurately	   reflect	   the	  opinions	  of	  Hitchcock	  even	  if	  they	  were	  ghost	  written.	  	  	  The	   final	   three	  books	   in	   this	   section	   concern	   the	  making	  of	   two	  of	   the	   films	  Psycho	  (1960)	  The	  Birds	  (1963)	  and	  the	  scripting	  of	  these	  two	  films	  and	  Marnie	  (1964).	  The	  authors	   and	   titles	   are	   Stephen	   Rebello’s	  Alfred	   Hitchcock	   and	   the	  Making	   of	   Psycho	  (1990),	   Tony	   Lee	   Moral’s	   The	   Making	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   The	   Birds	   (2013)	   and	   Walter	  Raubicheck	   &	   Walter	   Srebnick’s	   Scripting	   Hitchcock	   (2011).	   The	   first	   two	   books	  concern	  themselves	  with	  a	  detailed	  description	  of	  the	  entire	  process	  of	  the	  making	  of	  the	   film	   under	   discussion	   from	   conception,	   through	   scriptwriting	   and	   shooting,	   to	  post-­‐production	   and	   reception.	  Neither	   focuses	   on	   any	  meanings	   either	   of	   the	   films	  may	  have	  to	  offer.	  Scripting	  Hitchcock	  refers	  to	  the	  source	  material	  and	  changes	  made	  between	  that	  and	  the	  final	  script.	  It	  also	  uses	  interviews	  with	  the	  three	  scriptwriters	  involved,	  which	  provide	   interesting	   insights	   into	  the	  screenwriting	  process	  and	  how	  closely	  Hitchcock	  was	  involved	  with	  it.	  However,	  it	  does	  not	  focus	  on	  the	  underlying	  themes	  of	  the	  films	  from	  a	  psychoanalytic	  perspective,	  even	  though	  the	  three	  films	  use	  psychoanalysis	  to	  various	  degrees	  as	  part	  of	  their	  narrative	  concerns.	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2.4.	  Essays	  on	  Hitchcock	  (Anthologies	  and	  Single	  Authors)	  This	   section	   includes	   those	   books	   which	   can	   be	   considered	   the	   most	   academic	   in	  relation	   to	   Hitchcock’s	   films,	   as	   indicated	   by	   the	   fact	   that,	   of	   the	   13	   books,	   8	   are	  published	  by	  university	  publishing	  houses	  and	  two	  by	  the	  British	  Film	  Institute.	  Since	  the	   films	   are	   written	   about	   in	   thematic	   blocks,	   I	   have	   decided	   to	   carry	   out	   an	  overview	  of	   the	   literature	   in	   the	  chronological	  order	   in	  which	   the	   films	  were	  made.	  Additionally,	   this	  overview	  will	  only	   focus	  on	   the	   films	   that	  are	  written	  about	  more	  extensively	  in	  this	  thesis.	  	  	  The	  table	  on	  the	  following	  page	  illustrates	  the	  number	  of	  times	  each	  of	  the	  films	  is	  the	  major	   focus	   of	   a	   chapter	   in	   each	   of	   these	   13	   books.	   The	   four	   silent	   movies	   made	  between	  The	  Lodger	  and	  Blackmail	  have	  been	  omitted	  from	  the	  table	  since	  there	  are	  no	  essays	  available	  at	  this	  time	  and	  they	  will	  not	  feature	  in	  my	  thesis.	  What	  is	  of	  note,	  and	  is	  perhaps	  inevitable,	  is	  that	  the	  films	  which	  have	  been	  written	  about	  the	  most	  are	  those	  which	  offer	  the	  most	  complex	  psychological	  portraits	  of	  their	  protagonists.	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Table	  One:	  The	  distribution	  of	  essays	  written	  about	  individual	  films	  	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	   8	   9	   10	  11	  12	  13	  
The	  Pleasure	  Garden	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Mountain	  Eagle	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Lodger:	  A	  Story	  of	  the	  London	  Fog	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Blackmail	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   X	  
Juno	  and	  The	  Paycock	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Murder!	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	  
The	  Skin	  Game	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Number	  Seventeen	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Rich	  and	  Strange	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Waltzes	  from	  Vienna	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Man	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  Much	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
The	  39	  Steps	   X	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
Secret	  Agent	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Sabotage	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	  
Young	  and	  Innocent	   X	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
The	  Lady	  Vanishes	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	  
Jamaica	  Inn	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Rebecca	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	  
Foreign	  Correspondent	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Suspicion	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Saboteur	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   X	  
Lifeboat	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Spellbound	   	   	   X	   X	   	   X	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	   X	  
Notorious	   	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	  
The	  Paradine	  Case	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Rope	   X	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   X	  
Under	  Capricorn	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
Stage	  Fright	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	  
Strangers	  on	  a	  Train	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	   X	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I	  Confess	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	  
Dial	  “M”	  for	  Murder	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Rear	  Window	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   	   X	  
To	  Catch	  a	  Thief	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Trouble	  with	  Harry	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Man	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  Much	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	   X	  
The	  Wrong	  Man	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   	  
Vertigo	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   X	  
North	  by	  Northwest	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
Psycho	   X	   X	   X	   	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   	   X	   X	  
The	  Birds	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   X	   X	   X	  
Marnie	  	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	  
Torn	  Curtain	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   X	  
Topaz	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	  
Frenzy	   	   	   X	   	   	   X	   	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	  
Family	  Plot	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	  	  KEY	  
Anthologies	  1	  =	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  Centenary	  Essays	  Edited	  by	  Richard	  Allen	  and	  S.	  Ishii-­‐Gonzales.	  2	  =	  Hitchcock	  and	  Philosophy	  Dial	  M	  for	  Metaphysics	  Edited	  by	  David	  Baggett	  and	  William	  A.	  Drumin.	  3	  =	  A	  Hitchcock	  Reader	  Edited	  by	  Marshall	  Deutelbaum	  and	  Leland	  Poague.	  4	  =	  Hitchcock’s	  America	  Edited	  by	  Jonathan	  Freedman	  and	  Richard	  Millington.	  5	  =	  Everything	  you	  Wanted	  to	  Know	  about	  Lacan	  but	  Were	  Afraid	  to	  Ask	  Hitchcock	  Edited	  by	  Slavoj	  Žižek.	  
Individual	  Authors	   	  6	  =	  The	  Hitchcock	  Romance	  Love	  and	  Irony	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  Films	  Lesley	  Brill	  7	  =	  In	  the	  Name	  of	  National	  Security	  Hitchcock,	  Homophobia	  and	  the	  Political	  
Construction	  of	  Gender	  in	  Postwar	  America	  Robert	  J.	  Corber	  8	  =	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  The	  Legacy	  of	  Victorianism	  Paula	  Marantz	  Cohen	  9	  =	  The	  Women	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  Much	  Hitchcock	  and	  Feminist	  Theory	  Tania	  Modleski	  10	  	  =	  Hitchcock’s	  Bi-­Textuality	  Lacan,	  Feminisms	  and	  Queer	  Theory	  Robert	  Samuels	  11	  =	  Hitchcock	  Suspense	  Humour	  and	  Tone	  Susan	  Smith	  12	  =	  The	  Films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  David	  Sterritt	  13	  =	  Hitchcock’s	  Films	  Revisited	  Robin	  Wood	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2.4.1.	  Sabotage	  In	   his	   essay	   “Sabotage:	   Chaos	   Unleashed	   and	   the	   Impossibility	   of	   Utopia”	  published	  in	  Hitchcock	  and	  Philosophy:	  Dial	  M	  for	  Metaphysics	  (2007)	  William	  S.	  Drumin	  offers	  a	  detailed	  retelling	  of	  the	  plot	  of	  Sabotage	  before	  arguing	  that	  the	  film	   is	   an	   early	   version	   of	   what	   the	   author	   calls	   Hitchcock’s	   “anti-­‐utopian”	  viewpoint.	  This	  point	  of	  view	  is	  revealed	  by	  the	  way	  in	  which	  an	  individual	  is	  the	  only	  person	  responsible	   for	   their	  choices	  and	   that	   these	  choices	  are	   influenced	  by	  the	  dark	  forces	  of	  the	  human	  psyche.	  	  Susan	  Smith,	  in	  “A	  Cinema	  Based	  on	  Sabotage”	  published	  in	  her	  own	  Hitchcock:	  
Suspense,	  Humour	  and	  Tone	  (2000),	  convincingly	  argues	  that	  the	  film	  is	  not	  really	  a	  film	  about	  political	  sabotage,	  but	  is	  more	  concerned	  with	  sabotaging	  audience	  expectations.	  She	  also	  argues	  that	  the	  term	  “sabotage”	  can	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  male	  protagonist’s	  desire	  to	  rid	  himself	  of	  his	  wife’s	  brother.	  This	  point	  is	  considered	  in	  greater	  depth	  in	  Chapter	  12.3.	  	  “Novel	   into	   Film:	   Sabotage”	  written	   by	   Paula	  Marantz	   Cohen	   and	   published	   in	  her	   Alfred	   Hitchcock:	   The	   Legacy	   of	   Victorianism	   (1995)	   concentrates	   on	  Hitchcock’s	   cinematic	   representation	   and	   how	   it	   differs	   from	   literary	  representation.	   She	   does	   believe,	   however,	   that	   Hitchcock	   used	   the	   literary	  strategy	  of	  creating	  a	  psychological	  portrait	  of	  a	  character	   in	  his	   films	  and	  that	  the	  film	  under	  discussion	  can	  act	  as	  a	  blueprint	  for	  such	  later	  portraits.	  
	  
2.4.2.	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  Lesley	  Brill’s	  essay	  discusses	  the	  notion	  of	  romance	  in	  “The	  39	  Steps,	  Young	  and	  
Innocent	  and	  Saboteur”,	  published	  in	  his	  The	  Hitchcock	  Romance:	  Love	  and	  Irony	  
in	  Hitchcock’s	  Films	  (1988),	  claiming	  it	  to	  be	  of	  dialectic	  value.	  He	  notices	  cyclical	  patterns	  within	  each	  of	  the	  three	  films	  that	  are	  repeated	  across	  them,	  whilst	  also	  drawing	  attention	   to	   the	   fantastic	   coincidences	   that	   take	  place	   in	  all	   three.	  For	  him,	   these	   coincidences	   reinforce	   the	   dialectic	   nature	   of	   romance	   in	   the	   films.	  While	  not	   specifically	   referring	   to	  psychoanalysis,	  his	   insights	   into	  pattern	  and	  cycles	  support	  my	  belief	  that	  such	  patterns	  and	  cycles	  can	  also	  have	  a	  symbolic	  interpretation.	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  Michael	   Walker’s	   essay	   “The	   Stolen	   Raincoat	   and	   The	   Bloodstained	   Dress”	  published	   in	  The	  Centenary	  Essays	   (1999)	   discusses	   similarities	   of	   structure	   in	  
Young	   and	   Innocent	   and	  Stage	   Fright.	   It	   puts	   forward	   a	   comparative	   study	  not	  just	  of	  narrative	  but	  also	  the	  theme	  of	  both	  films,	  while	  also	  commenting	  on	  the	  significant	  differences	  between	  them.	  He	  concludes	  by	  examining	  the	  importance	  of	   the	   eponymous	   objects	   of	   the	   title,	   noting	   that	   both	   items	   have	   a	   symbolic	  value	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   theme	   of	   their	   films,	   class	   in	   Young	   and	   Innocent	   and	  sexuality	  in	  Stage	  Fright.	  	  
	  
2.4.3.	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes	  
The	  Lady	  Vanishes	  is	  discussed	  in	  only	  two	  essays	  available	  to	  me:	  Patrice	  Petro’s	  “Rematerializing	  the	  Vanishing	  “Lady”:	  Feminism,	  Hitchcock	  and	  Interpretation”	  published	  in	  A	  Hitchcock	  Reader	  (1986)	  and	  Robert	  Samuels’	  “The	  Lady	  Vanishes,	  But	   the	   Letter	  Remains”	   in	   his	  Hitchcock’s	   Bi-­Textuality:	   Lacan,	   Feminisms,	   and	  
Queer	  Theory	   (1998).	  Both	  authors	  adopt	   Julia	  Kristeva’s	  work	  to	  support	   their	  ideas,	  the	  former	  focusing	  on	  theorizing	  female	  subjectivity	  and	  the	  latter	  on	  the	  written	   text	   as	   a	   female	   form	   of	   communication.	   Furthermore,	   both	   use	  psychoanalytic	  ideas,	  the	  former	  focusing	  on	  Oedipal	  imperatives	  and	  the	  latter	  on	  Lacan’s	  notion	  of	  the	  ethical	  unconscious.	  
	  
	  
	  
2.4.4.	  Rebecca	  Writing	   in	   The	   Women	   Who	   Knew	   Too	   Much:	   Hitchcock	   and	   Feminist	   Theory	  (2005)	   Tania	   Modleski	   convincingly	   argues	   that	   the	   heroine	   in	   Rebecca	   is	   a	  depiction	  of	  the	  female	  version	  of	  the	  Oedipal	  complex	  and	  that	  she	  is	  trapped	  in	  the	   Imaginary	   stage	   of	   development	   where	   the	   mother	   (or	   Mrs.	   Danvers)	  projects	   a	   terrifying	   reality	   due	   to	   her	   unexpected	   appearances.	   This	  psychoanalytic	   approach	   is	   framed	   within	   a	   feminist	   critique	   of	   the	  patriarchy/authorities	  present	  in	  the	  film	  as	  being	  repressive	  of	  female	  desire.	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On	  the	  other	  hand,	  Robert	  Samuels,	  in	  his	  already	  referred	  to	  book,	  believes	  that	  female	  desire	  as	  expressed	  in	  the	  film	  is	  actually	  not	  repressed,	  but	  undermines	  the	  masculine	  heterosexist	  wish	   for	   death.	  He	   further	   uses	   Lacan’s	   notion	   that	  the	  death	  drive	   is	  represented	  by	   language	  as	  a	  way	  to	  control	   the	  natural	  and	  create	   a	   space	   for	   symbolism.	   This	   idea	   of	   the	   symbolic	   use	   of	   language,	  particularly	  when	  written,	  is	  explored	  in	  Chapter	  Six.	  	  
	  
2.4.5.	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  The	  Paradine	  Case	  and	  Suspicion	  
Mr.	   and	  Mrs.	   Smith,	   The	   Paradine	   Case	  and	   surprisingly	  Suspicion	   are	   the	   films	  which	  have	  received	  the	  least	  attention	  in	  the	  literature	  available	  to	  me.	  Indeed,	  even	   within	   the	   literature	   referred	   to	   in	   the	   previous	   sub-­‐headings	   of	   this	  chapter,	   these	   films	   receive	   less	   attention	   than	   many	   others	   of	   Hitchcock’s	  corpus.	  However,	  Lesley	  Brill,	  in	  passing,	  points	  out	  that	  these	  three	  films	  could	  all	  be	  considered	  comedies	  of	   remarriage	  but	  with	   the	  caveat	   that	   the	   last	   two	  contain	  no	  laughter.	  His	  central	  argument	  though	  is	  that	  the	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  similar	  to	  other	  screwball	  comedies	  of	  the	  time,	  is	  about	  protagonists	  who	  refuse	  to	  change	  even	  in	  the	  resolution	  of	  the	  narrative	  arc.	  	  
	  
2.4.6.	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  Elsie	   B.	   Michie’s	   essay	   “Unveiling	   Maternal	   Desires	   Hitchcock	   and	   American	  Domesticity”	  published	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  America	  (1999)	  and	  Paula	  Marantz	  Cohen’s	  essay	   “The	   Father/Daughter	   Plot”	   approach	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt	   from	  diametrically	   opposed	   yet	   closely	   inter-­‐connected	   themes.	   As	   indicated	   by	   the	  title	  of	  Marantz	  Cohen’s	  essay,	  her	  concern	  is	  with	  the	  father/daughter	  dynamic	  and	  how	  the	  roles	  have	  become	  blurred	  and	  even	  transferred	  with	  the	  arrival	  of	  Uncle	  Charlie.	  	  Michie’s	  concern	  is	  also	  revealed	  by	  her	  title.	  She	  focuses	  more	  on	  the	   relationship	   between	   Charlie	   and	   her	   mother,	   believing	   the	   film	   to	   be	   an	  exploration	   of	   Charlie	   who,	   caught	   between	   domestic	   duty	   and	   the	   desire	   for	  excitement,	   is	   attempting	   to	   find	   her	   proper	   place	   in	   the	  world.	   The	   film	   ends	  with	   the	   family	   unit	   made	   whole,	   having	   exorcised	   excitement,	   and	   Charlie	  prepared	   to	   face	   her	   domestic	   duty.	   This	   idea	   is	   explored	   from	   the	   reverse	  perspective	  in	  Chapter	  11.8.	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Robin	  Wood,	  writing	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  Film	  Revisited	  (1989)	  uses	  the	  film	  for	  a	  more	  generalised	   discussion	   on	   ideology,	   genre	   and	   the	   auteur	   by	   comparing	   it	   to	  Frank	  Capra’s	   It’s	   a	  Wonderful	   Life	   (1946)	   and	  believing	   that	   each	   expresses	   a	  different	  view	  of	  American	  capitalism.	  He	  contends	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  deliberately	  subverting	   American	   capitalism	   throughout	   the	   film	   and	   that	   the	   isolation	   of	  each	   member	   of	   the	   Spencer	   family	   is	   a	   metaphor	   for	   isolation	   in	   American	  society.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  David	  Sterritt	  in	  The	  Films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  (1993)	  believes	   that	   Hitchcock	   is	   at	   the	   centre	   of	   not	   just	   the	   narrative,	   but	   also	   the	  entire	   cinematic	   process.	   His	   discussion	   is	   based	   on	   foregrounding	   camera	  movement	  to	  indicate	  meaning.	  This	  is	  a	  discussion	  which	  is	  also	  usefully	  open	  to	  interpreting	  the	  objects	  in	  the	  film	  as	  symbols.	  	  James	  McLaughlin’s	   essay	   “All	   in	   the	   Family”	   published	   in	  A	   Hitchcock	   Reader	  overtly	  makes	   the	  case	   that	  Marantz	  Cohen	  alludes	   to,	  believing	   the	  role	  of	   the	  father	  not	  just	  blurred	  but	  describing	  the	  real	  father	  as	  an	  absence.	  He	  then	  goes	  on	  to	  use	  Freud’s	  description	  of	  hysterical	  patients	  to	  draw	  a	  parallel	  with	  young	  Charlie	  and	  believes	  that	  it	  is	  she	  who	  is	  divided	  into	  her	  masculine	  and	  feminine	  aspects,	  with	  the	  phallocentric	  masculine	  traits	  seeking	  independence	  while	  the	  feminine	  desires	  duty	  and	  family.	  Once	  again,	  Chapter	  11.8	  attempts	  to	  suggest	  the	  opposite	  viewpoint.	  	  Since	   the	  collection	  of	  essays	  assembled	   in	  Hitchcock	  and	  Philosophy	  Dial	  M	   for	  
Metaphysics	   are	   concerned	   with	   philosophical	   issues,	   it	   is	   unsurprising	   that	  Angela	  Curran’s	  “Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt:	  Secrets,	  Lies,	  and	  the	  Search	  for	  Truth”	  is	  an	  epistemological	   exploration	   of	   the	  moral	   implications	   of	   knowledge	   and	   lying.	  She	  uses	  Plato	  both	  to	  explore	  the	  idea	  that	  art	  deceives	  and	  that	  knowledge	  is	  a	  type	  of	  belief	  and	  refers	  to	  these	  two	  premises	  in	  the	  film	  to	  explore	  how	  it	  raises	  and	  answers	  questions	  about	  the	  worth	  of	  knowledge.	  
	  
2.4.7.	  Spellbound	  Thomas	   Hyde	   in	   his	   essay	   “The	   Moral	   Universe	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   Spellbound”	  published	  in	  A	  Hitchcock	  Reader	  believes	  that	  psychoanalysis	  in	  this	  film	  is	  both	  a	  MacGuffin	   and	  a	  metaphor.	  The	  metaphorical	   element	   concerns	  not	  Ballantyne	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but	  Constance	  and	  her	  own	  suppressed	  emotions.	  Hyde	  demonstrates	   that	   it	   is	  her	  personal	  growth	  which	  is	  Hitchcock’s	  primary	  interest	  in	  the	  film	  and	  her	  use	  of	   psychoanalysis	   to	   unlock	   Ballantyne’s	   past	  metaphorically	   unlocks	   her	   own	  ability	  to	  feel.	  	  Paula	   Marantz	   Cohen’s	   “Psychoanalysis	   versus	   Surrealism”	   offers	   a	   brief	  contextualization	  of	  how	  the	  film	  was	  made	  and	  suggests	  that	  Selznick	  was	  a	  key	  figure	  in	  shaping	  Hitchcock’s	  approach	  to	  its	  narrative	  structure.	  Her	  main	  focus,	  however,	  is	  to	  attempt	  to	  draw	  a	  link	  between	  psychoanalysis	  and	  novel	  writing,	  believing	   that	   the	   late	   19th	   century	   trend	   towards	   revealing	   emotions	   in	  literature	   is	   similar	   to	   the	   way	   psychoanalysis	   works.	   She	   maintains	   that	   the	  many	  references	  to	  books	  and	  writing	  in	  the	  film	  confirm	  this	  notion.	  Surrealism	  is	   contextualized	   as	   a	   1920s	   art	   movement	   that	   was	   interested	   in	   expressing	  psychoanalytic	   ideas	   visually	   and	   since	   Spellbound	   uses	   a	   surrealistic	   dream	  sequence,	  she	  attempts	  to	  convince	  that	  other	  elements	  of	  the	  films,	  such	  as	  the	  opening	  credits,	  should	  also	  be	  considered	  surrealistic.	  	  Robert	   Samuels’	   “The	   Fear	   of	   Women	   and	   Writing	   in	   Spellbound”	   uses	   Kaja	  Silverman’s	   interpretation	   of	   Lacan’s	   discussion	   of	   the	   castration	   theory.	   She	  believes	   that,	  according	   to	  Lacan,	  metaphorical	   castration	   takes	  place	  at	  a	   time	  before	  one	  is	  aware	  of	  anatomical	  differences	  at	  a	  time	  when	  the	  world	  of	  objects	  is	   replaced	  by	   the	  world	  of	  words.	   Samuels	   then	   links	   this	   idea	   to	  Ballantyne’s	  hysterical	   reactions	   to	   lines	   traced	  on	  white	  surfaces	  as	  being	  a	   fear	  of	  writing	  itself.	   He	   also	   comments	   that	   many	   observers	   have	   noted	   that	   Constance’s	  tracing	  of	  a	  design	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  vagina.	  He	  thus	  believes	  that	  Ballantyne	  is	  not	  just	  afraid	  of	  writing	  but	  also	  of	  female	  sexuality.	  	  	  He	   brings	   Derrida	   into	   the	   equation	   and	   the	   latter’s	   contention	   that	   Western	  society	  privileges	  speech	  rather	  than	  writing,	  since	  speech	  has	  to	  be	  performed	  in	   the	   Real,	   whereas	   in	   writing	   the	   Subject	   of	   the	   speech	   is	   often	   absent.	   The	  movement	  away	  from	  the	  Subject	  in	  writing,	  Samuels	  believes,	  is	  another	  form	  of	  castration.	  Therefore,	  Ballantyne’s	  fear	  of	  writing	  is	  also	  a	  fear	  of	  losing	  control.	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Jonathan	   Freedman’s	   “From	   Spellbound	   to	   Vertigo	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   and	  Therapeutic	  Culture	  in	  America”	  published	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  America	  contextualizes	  psychoanalysis	  as	  a	  narrative	  device	  within	  the	  American	  film	  industry	  and	  notes	  that	   the	   popularization	   of	   psychoanalysis	   through	   these	   films	   dilutes	   powerful	  ideas	  into	  consumable	  titbits,	  thus	  effectively	  stripping	  them	  of	  power.	  He	  quotes	  Mary	  Anne	  Doane	  who	  suggests	   that	  psychoanalysis	   as	  depicted	  by	  Hollywood	  conforms	   to	   classical	   cinematic	  narrative	   in	   that	   there	   is	   a	  puzzle	   to	  be	   solved	  and	  the	  film	  reaches	  a	  traditional	  resolution	  with	  the	  use	  of	  psychoanalysis.	  This	  is	   analogous	   to	   the	   way	   a	   detective	   solves	   a	   puzzle	   by	   detecting	   clues	   and	  interpreting	  them.	  	  While	  stating	  that	  a	  cure	  is	  possible	  in	  Spellbound	  he	  indicates	  that	  this	  is	  not	  the	  case	  in	  Vertigo.	  He	  goes	  so	  far	  as	  to	  suggest	  that	  a	  cure	  may	  never	  be	  possible	  and	  indicates	   that	   this	   is	   Hitchcock’s	   interpretation	   of	   psychoanalysis.	   He	   rightly	  draws	  a	  similarity	  between	  the	  way	  Constance	  and	  Scottie	  are	  drawn	  into	  curing	  Ballantyne	   and	   “Madeleine”	   but	   notes	   that,	   while	   the	   former	   is	   successful,	   the	  latter	   is	  sucked	  into	  his	  own	  madness,	   thus	  reversing	  the	  paradigm	  established	  of	  neurosis/cure,	  since	  the	  plot	  conceals	  that	  “Madeleine”	  never	  needed	  curing	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  
	  
2.4.8.	  Notorious	  In	  Pascal	  Bonitzer’s	  short	  essay	  on	  Notorious	  of	  the	  same	  name	  and	  published	  in	  
Everything	   You	  Wanted	   to	   Know	   about	   Lacan	   but	  were	   Afraid	   to	   Ask	   Hitchcock	  (2010),	   he	   states	   that	   the	   MacGuffin	   is	   the	   ultimate	   object	   of	   desire	   since	   it	  moves	  across	  architectural	  space	  and	  is	  dramatized.	  Thus	  the	  wine	  in	  the	  cellar	  is	   an	   expression	   of	   this,	   as	   characters	   have	   to	   move	   down	   to	   the	   cellar	   to	  encounter	   the	  MacGuffin.	   He	   then	   refers	   to	   the	  unheimlich	   (uncanny)	   as	   being	  when	   the	   familiar	   is	   transformed	   into	   something	  unfamiliar.	  He	   concludes	   that	  the	   three	   central	   characters	   and	   the	   MacGuffin	   all	   share	   this	   condition	   of	   the	  
unheimlich	   in	   that	   they	   are	   transformed,	   in	   each	   other’s	   eyes,	   from	  what	   they	  were	  thought	  to	  be	  into	  what	  they	  really	  are.	  The	  notion	  of	  the	  unheimlich	  as	  the	  Freudian	  “unhomely”	  and	  not	  uncanny	  is	  one	  that	  the	  thesis	  attempts	  to	  explore,	  particularly	  in	  Chapter	  Twelve.	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  Richard	  Abel’s	  also	  comments	  on	   the	  object	  of	  desire	   in	   “Notorious:	  Perversion	  par	   Excellence”	   published	   in	  A	   Hitchcock	   Reader	   but	   his	   focus	   is	   different.	   He	  uses	   Vladimir	   Propp’s	   model	   of	   the	   fairy	   story	   to	   examine	   how	   far	   the	   film	  complies	  with	   and	   subverts	   this	  model.	  He	   identifies	   the	  hero,	   heroine/helper,	  father-­‐figure	  and	   the	  object	  of	   the	  desire	  within	   the	   film,	  but	  comments	  on	   the	  how	   the	   heroine	   is	   both	   the	   object	   of	   desire	   and	   the	   hero,	   while	   the	   hero	   is	  transformed	   into	   the	   helper.	   He	   concludes	   that	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film	   the	  audience’s	  satisfaction	  at	  the	  reunion	  of	  the	  hero	  and	  heroine	  is	  undermined	  by	  Hitchcock’s	   insistence	   on	   focusing	   on	   the	   villain,	   whose	   demise	   our	   desire	   for	  that	  reunion	  has	  caused	   is	  now	   imminent.	  This	  results	   in	  our	   last	   feeling	  being	  one	  of	  guilt.	  	  Concerned	  with	  feminist	  issues,	  the	  focus	  of	  Tania	  Modleski	  and	  Robert	  Samuels	  is	   very	  much	   on	   how	  Alicia	   is	   perceived.	  Modleski	   notes	   that	   that	   even	   at	   the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film	  she	  is	  the	  object	  of	  the	  male	  gaze	  as	  she	  leaves	  court	  and	  at	  the	  ensuing	  party,	  while	  Samuels	  believes	  that	  it	  is	  the	  male	  characters	  who	  fear	  her	   open	   sexuality.	   Both	   authors	   agree	   that	   the	   film	   is	   about	   neutering	   this	  sexuality,	  Modleski	   so	   that	   Alicia	   can	   take	   her	   place	   in	   patriarchal	   society	   and	  Samuels	   so	   that	   the	   male	   has	   a	   solid	   structure,	   rather	   than	   the	   fluidity	   Alicia	  originally	  offered.	  
	  
	  
	  
2.4.9.	  Under	  Capricorn	  Lesley	   Brill	   draws	   parallels	   between	   this	   film	   and	   Spellbound	   and	  Marnie	   by	  demonstrating	   that	   the	   narrative	   of	   all	   three	   revolves	   around	   present	  unhappiness	   based	  on	  past	   trauma.	  He	   also	  draws	  on	   the	   Freudian	   thought	   as	  expressed	  in	  the	  latter	  films	  as	  being	  implicit	  descriptions	  not	  of	  new	  ideas	  but	  as	  modern	  depictions	  of	   ancient	   cultural	   concerns.	  This	   idea	   supports	  my	  own	  thesis,	   as	   I	  will	  be	   referring	  not	   just	   to	  Freudian	  dream	  symbolism,	  but	  also	   to	  symbolism	  as	  modern	  cultural	  concerns.	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2.4.10.	  Rear	  Window	  Originally	   published	   in	   1965,	   Robin	   Wood’s	   short	   essay	   on	   Rear	   Window,	  republished	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  Film	  Revisited,	  begins	  with	  an	  apology	  for	  any	  errors	  there	  might	  be	  in	  describing	  filmic	  content,	  as	  he	  has	  not	  seen	  the	  film	  for	  three	  years.	   This	   fact	  may	   have	   something	   to	   do	  with	   the	   short	   length	   of	   the	   essay,	  which	   is	   content	   to	   establish	   what	   are	   now	   accepted	   links	   between	   Jeff	   and	  Thorwald	   and	   Jeff’s	   desire	   to	   be	   rid	   of	   Lisa	   as	   expressed	   by	   Thorwald	   ridding	  himself	  of	  his	  wife.	  	  In	  contrast,	  Tania	  Modleski’s	  essay	  on	  Rear	  Window	  published	  in	  her	  collection	  
The	   Women	   Who	   Knew	   Too	   Much,	   refers	   as	   its	   starting	   point	   to	   the	   received	  opinion	   that	   the	   spectator	   is	   actively	   encouraged	   to	   take	   the	  male	   perspective	  and	   view	   the	   female	   as	   an	   object	   of	   desire.	  However,	   the	  main	   purpose	   of	   her	  essay	  is	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  woman	  is	  in	  a	  position	  to	  look	  or	  gaze	  in	  the	  film.	  She	  also	  notes	   that	  Lisa	   is	   frequently	   framed	  above	   Jeff	   in	   a	  position	  of	  dominance	  and	   that,	   rather	   than	   seeing	   the	   binary	   opposition	   of	   Jeff/Thorwald,	   Lisa/Mrs.	  Thorwald,	  the	  binary	  opposition	  of	  Lisa/Thorwald,	  Jeff/Mrs.	  Thorwald	  is	  equally	  relevant	  and	  that	  such	  a	  reading	  places	  Lisa	  in	  a	  position	  of	  power	  in	  relation	  to	  Jeff.	  	  Dana	  Brand’s	  contribution	   to	  Hitchcock’s	  America	   is	  entitled	  “Rear-­‐View	  Mirror	  Hitchcock,	   Poe	   and	   the	   Flaneur	   in	   America”	   and	   states	   that	   the	   author	   sees	  similarities	  of	  setting	  and	  theme	  between	  Rear	  Window	  and	  two	  Edgar	  Allen	  Poe	  stories,	  “The	  Man	  of	  the	  Crowd”	  and	  “The	  Murders	  in	  the	  Rue	  Morgue”.	  He	  notes	  of	  the	  19th	  century	  French	  literary	  trope,	  le	  flaneur,	  or	  an	  idler	  who	  observes	  and	  makes	  judgements	  on	  city	  life,	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  role	  Jeff	  is	  forced	  to	  adopt	  in	  the	  film.	   Furthermore,	   Brand	   also	   comments	   on	   similarities	   between	   Poe	   and	  Hitchcock,	   believing	   them	   both	   to	   be	   critics	   of	   American	   culture.	   The	   author	  concludes	  by	  noting	  the	  similarities	  of	  projection	  and	  self-­‐denial	  involved	  in	  “The	  Murders	   in	   the	   Rue	   Morgue”	   and	   Rear	   Window,	   both	   of	   which	   concern	   a	  protagonist	   who	   projects	   outwardly	   onto	   a	   situation	   his	   own	   doubts	   and	  insecurities.	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Paula	   Marantz	   Cohen	   is	   equally	   willing	   to	   draw	   allusions	   to	   19th	   century	  literature	   in	  her	  chapter	  devoted	   to	  Rear	  Window	  and	  The	  Man	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  
Much	   in	   Alfred	   Hitchcock:	   The	   Legacy	   of	   Victorianism.	   She	   also,	   interestingly,	  notes	  that	  the	  style	  of	  writing	  in	  Freud’s	  case	  studies	  and	  psychoanalytic	  writings	  of	  the	  early	  20th	  century	  in	  general,	  owe	  much	  to	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  19th	  century	  novels	  with	  their	  focus	  on	  the	  inner	  life	  of	  a	  character.	  However,	  this	  viewpoint	  is	  not,	   in	   the	   present	   essay,	   supported	   by	   concrete	   examples.	   She	   continues,	  though,	  by	  giving	  examples	  of	   the	  way	   in	  which	   the	  point	  of	  view	  and	  reaction	  shot	   actually	   depict	   the	   inner	   life	   of	   Jeffries’	   mind,	   thus	   making	   this	   filmic	  technique	   literary	   in	   its	   scope.	  She	  concludes	   the	   first	  part	  of	   the	  essay,	  before	  moving	  on	  to	  discuss	  The	  Man	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  Much,	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  film	  is	  a	  successful	   rendition	   of	   literary	   passive	   female	   subjectivity,	   what	   she	   calls	   a	  “narrative	   of	   character”,	   transformed	   into	   passive	  male	   subjectivity,	   embodied	  by	  Jeff.	  	  “Hitchcock’s	  Rear	  Window:	  Reflexivity	  and	  the	  Critique	  of	  Voyeurism”	  written	  by	  Robert	   Stam	   and	   Roberta	   Pearson	   and	   published	   in	   A	   Hitchcock	   Reader	   is	  concerned	  with	  extending	  the	  commonly	  perceived	  notion	  that	  the	  film	  is	  a	  film	  about	   watching	   film	   to	   include	   other	   elements	   such	   as	   how	   the	   spectator	  interacts	  with	  the	  film	  and	  the	  filmic	  apparatus	  and	  how	  these	  interactions	  can	  reflect	  notions	  of	  sex,	  morals	  and	  politics	  in	  society.	  Originally	  published	  in	  1983,	  these	  points	  very	  much	  reflect	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  predominant	  Screen	  theory	  of	  the	   time16	  and,	  while	  relevant	  and	  revealing	  at	   the	   time,	  have	   little	   to	  offer	   the	  development	  of	  this	  thesis.	  	  As	   the	   title	   suggests,	   Robert	   Samuels’	   “Rear	  Window	  Ethics:	   Laura	  Mulvey	   and	  the	  Inverted	  Gaze”	  examines	  Mulvey’s	  notion	  of	  the	  male	  gaze.17	  He	  notes,	  as	  did	  Joan	   Copjec	   ten	   years	   previously,18	   that	   Mulvey	   and	   contemporary	   feminists	  have	  misread	  Lacan	  and	  that	  his	  original	  postulation	  of	  the	  gaze	  is	  the	  opposite	  of	   Mulvey’s	   interpretation	   of	   it.	   However,	   he	   does	   point	   out	   that,	   through	   re-­‐
                                                           16	  Chapter	  Three	  is	  concerned	  with	  not	  just	  addressing	  an	  historical	  definition	  of	  Screen	  theory,	  but	  also	  critical	  reactions	  to	  it.	  17	  See	  Chapter	  3.2	  for	  a	  full	  discussion	  on	  Mulvey’s	  essay.	  18	  This	  is	  discussed	  more	  fully	  in	  the	  next	  chapter.	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appropriating	   the	   gaze	   and	   associating	   it	   to	   its	   original	   Lacanian	  meaning,	   he	  believes	  that	  this	  act	  reinforces	  feminist	  views	  rather	  than	  undermines	  them.	  	  Michel	  Chion’s	  short	  essay	  “The	  Fourth	  Side”,	  published	  in	  Everything	  You	  Always	  
Wanted	   to	  Know	  about	   Lacan	   but	  Were	  Afraid	   to	  Ask	  Hitchcock,	   concerns	   itself	  with	  absence,	  most	  particularly	  the	  absence	  of	  the	  entire	  side,	  and	  the	  flats	  they	  presumably	   contain,	   of	   Jeff’s	   apartment.	   This,	   Chion	   suggests,	   would	   allow	   for	  there	   to	  be	   various	  other	  observers	  of	   the	   three	   sides	  of	   the	   courtyard	  we	  are	  allowed	   to	   observe.	   He	   also	   notes	   that	   this	   absence	   is	   reflected	   in	   Jeff’s	   own	  apartment	  as	  there	  are	  two	  rooms	  we	  never	  enter:	  the	  bedroom	  and	  the	  kitchen.	  This	   lack	   of	   the	   fourth	   side	   and	   restrictions	  within	   Jeff’s	   apartment	   forces	   the	  spectator	   (and	   Jeff)	   to	  view	   the	   courtyard	  as	   if	   they	  were	  viewing	   it	   through	  a	  cone-­‐like	  device.	  	  	  
2.4.	  11.	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  American	   society	   and	   the	   conformity	   of	   the	   1950s	   are	   explored	   in	   David	  Sterritt’s	  essay	  “The	  Wrong	  Man”.	  He	  argues	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  critiquing	  a	  moral	  emptiness	   at	   the	   heart	   of	   the	   middle	   classes	   in	   America	   within	   a	   rigid	   social	  system.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	  Paula	  Marantz	  Cohen’s	   focus	   is	  not	  on	   the	  national	  crisis	  but	  on	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  personal	  crisis,	  which,	  she	  claims,	  is	  reflected	  in	  the	  social	  observations	  of	  the	  film.	  Lesley	   Brill	   takes	   up	   these	   points	   but	   compares	   them	   instead	   to	   a	   Kafkaesque	  bureaucratic	   nightmare.	   He	   also	   notes,	   that	   coincidence,	   which	   plays	   such	   a	  fortuitous	   role	   in	   romance	   stories	   in	   general,	   here	   leads	   down	   the	   path	   of	  darkness.	  Marshall	   Deutelbaum’s	   interests,	   however,	   are	  more	   formalist	   in	   his	  essay	  “Finding	  the	  Right	  Man	  in	  The	  Wrong	  Man”.	  He	  questions	  the	  veracity	  and	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  semi-­‐documentary	  style	  that	  Hitchcock	  allegedly	  adopted	  for	  this	  film.	  This	  is	  of	  importance	  to	  my	  own	  thesis,	  as	  it	  will	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  film	  has	  many	  symbolic	  elements	  that	  are	  manipulated	  in	  such	  a	  way	  as	  to	  undermine	  any	   possibility	   of	   the	   film	   being	   a	   semi-­‐documentary.	   This	   notion	   of	   the	   film	  being	  a	  semi-­‐documentary	  is	  discussed	  and	  argued	  against	  in	  Chapter	  11.6.	  
	  
2.4.12.	  Vertigo	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Noël	  Carroll’s	   “Vertigo	  and	  the	  Pathologies	  of	  Love”	  published	   in	  Hitchcock	  and	  
Philosophy	  Dial	  M	   for	  Metaphysics	   deals	  with	   the	   film	  not	   as	   a	   thriller	   but	   as	   a	  portrait	  of	  romantic	   love.	  He	  supports	   this	   idea	  by	  using	  Aristotle’s	  notion	  that	  the	   dramatic	   is	   universal	   and	   thus	   the	   characters	   within	   the	   drama	   can	   be	  predicted	   to	   behave	   in	   a	   certain	  way.	   Carroll	   believes	   that	   Scottie	   and	   Judy	   fit	  into	   this	  paradigm	  and	  he	  notes	   that	   far	  more	   time	   is	   spent	  on	  delineating	   the	  two	  relationships	  than	  on	  the	  murder	  itself.	  	  “A	   Closer	   Look	   at	   Scopophilia:	   Mulvey,	   Hitchcock,	   and	   Vertigo”,	   written	   by	  Marian	   E.	   Keane	   and	   published	   in	   A	   Hitchcock	   Reader	   is	   Keane’s	   attempt	   to	  distance	  herself	  from	  contemporary	  feminist	  thought	  on	  film,	  in	  particular	  Laura	  Mulvey,	   who,	   she	   insists,	   is	   mistaken	   to	   view	   Vertigo	   as	   a	   depiction	   of	   the	  active/looker	   and	  passive/looked	   at	   and	   an	   example	   of	   the	   power	   of	   the	  male	  gaze.	  She	  cites	  the	  flashback	  scene	  which	  she	  claims	  Mulvey	  has	  ignored	  as	  proof	  that	  this	  is	  not	  what	  the	  film	  is	  about.	  The	  flashback	  is	  initiated	  with	  Novak/Judy	  turning	  towards	  and	  starring	  directly	  into	  the	  camera,	  thus,	  implicitly	  stating	  her	  awareness	  of	  it.	  	  	  This	  suggests,	  according	  to	  Keane,	  that	  Novak/Judy	  is	  therefore	  aware	  of	  her	  fate	  and	   such	   an	   awareness	   empowers	   her,	   a	   fact	   which	   Mulvey	   overlooks,	   partly	  because,	   Keane	   contends,	   Stewart/Scottie	   is	   “played	   for	   the	   sucker”	   by	   both	  Elster	   and	  Novak/Judy	  and	   is	  not	   the	   active/looker	   that	  Mulvey	  believes	  he	   is.	  Furthermore,	   she	  uses	  Freud’s	  definition	  of	  Masculine	  and	  Feminine	   to	   further	  question	   Mulvey’s	   points	   of	   view.	   Keane	   states	   that	   Freud	   explicitly	   says	   that	  “masculine”	   is	  not	  exclusively	  male	  and	   that	   the	  same	  applies	   to	   the	  use	  of	   the	  word	   “feminine”.	   Consequently,	   the	   active	   male/passive	   female	   paradigm	   that	  Mulvey	  has	  inferred	  from	  Freud	  is	  inaccurate.	  	  Susan	   White,	   in	   “Vertigo	   and	   the	   Problem	   of	   Knowledge	   in	   Feminist	   Film	  Theory”,	  published	   in	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  Centenary	  Essays,	   also	   takes	   issue,	  albeit	  less	  vehemently,	  with	  Mulvey,	   in	  her	  overview	  of	  how	  feminist	  film	  critics	  have	  viewed	   the	   film.	   White	   refers	   to	   Tania	   Modleski	   and	   Teresa	   De	   Laurentis	   as	  examples	   of	   critics	   who	   have	   successfully	   challenged	   Mulvey’s	   notions.	   Karen	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Hollinger’s	  work	   on	   the	   female	   Oedipal	   drama	   is	   then	   discussed,	  which	  White	  notes,	   is	   heavily	   based	   on	  De	   Laurentis’s	  work.	   She	   then	  moves	   onto	   the	  mid-­‐1980s	  and	  Virginia	  Wright	  Wexman’s	  attempt	   to	  place	   the	   film	   in	  an	  historical	  context	   rather	   than	   perceive	   it	   as	   “pure	   cinema”,	   while	   attempting	   to	   remove	  discussion	  of	  the	  film	  from	  the	  grips	  of	  psychoanalytic	  theory.	  	  	  White	  takes	  Wright	  Wexman	  to	  task	  with	  the	  latter’s	  suggestion	  that	  women	  are	  complicit	   with	   the	   “institutes	   of	   oppression”,	   by	   stating	   that	   Wright	   Wexman	  must	  be	  aware	  that	  she	  too	  must	  be	  blinded	  by	  her	  own	  class	  and	  is	  thus	  equally	  complicit.	  	  	  Lesley	  Brill’s	  essay,	  “Vertigo,	  Up	  and	  Down”,	  examines	  directionality	  in	  the	  film,	  noting	   that	   there	   is	   a	   persistent	   movement	   downwards	   in	   the	   film.	   He	   also	  notices	  that	  any	  movement	  upward	  in	  the	  film	  is	  associated	  with	  danger.	  He	  then	  goes	   on	   to	   discuss	   symbolic	   element	   in	   the	   film	   such	   as	   flowers,	   water	   and	  arches.	  However,	   he	  does	  not	   approach	   these	   symbols	   for	   their	  psychoanalytic	  content,	   instead	   focusing	   on	   how	   often	   they	   appear	   and	   relating	   them	   to	  archetypes.	  	  In	   “”There	   Are	   Many	   Such	   Stories”:	   Vertigo	   and	   the	   Repression	   of	   Historical	  Knowledge”,	   published	   in	   In	   the	   Name	   of	   National	   Security	   (1993),	   Robert	   J.	  Corber	  begins	  by	  commenting	  on	  the	  walk	  in	  the	  Sequoia	  forest	  and	  states	  that	  Madeleine	  as	  Carlotta	   is	  of	  Hispanic	  origin	  and	   thus	   is	  not	  a	  part	  of	   the	  official	  history	   of	   America.	  He	   goes	   on	   to	   say	   that	   Scottie	   seeks	   out	   an	   expert	   in	   local	  history	  and	  not	  the	  professor	  of	  history	  at	  Berkley,	  whose	  version	  of	  history	  we	  assume	  would	  be	  the	  officially	  validated	  one.	  	  He	  then	  discusses	  the	  role	  of	  the	  young	  male	  in	  the	  1950s,	  noting	  that	  there	  was	  heavy	  social	  pressure	  for	  men	  to	  settle	  down	  and	  marry	  before	  they	  were	  thirty.	  Single	  men	   over	   the	   age	   of	   thirty	  were	   stigmatized	   as	  mother	   fixated	   perverts	  and	  even	  liberal	  rebels	  such	  as	  the	  Beat	  writers,	  accepted	  this	  notion.	  He	  points	  out	  that	  Leslie	  Fiedler,	  writing	  in	  1958,	  suggested	  that	  post-­‐war	  prosperity	  had	  made	  the	  act	  of	  rebellion	  fruitless.	  However,	  by	  citing	  Norman	  Mailer’s	  work,	  he	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puts	   forward	   the	   idea	   that	   the	  Beat	  movement	   allowed	   the	   liberals	   to	   create	   a	  multiplicity	   of	   subjective	   narratives	   and	   that	   people	   believed	   they	   were	  constructing	  their	  own	  subjectivity	  rather	  than	  being	  dictated	  to	  by	  political	  and	  social	  conditions.	  	  He	  further	  uses	  these	  ideas	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  film	  indicates	  that	  the	  only	  way	  to	  rebel	  is	  psychologically	  and	  links	  this	  to	  the	  repression	  of	  historical	  knowledge.	  He	   suggests	   that	   Scottie	   wishes	   to	   escape	   the	   social	   order,	   but	   fails	   to	   do	   so	  because	  he	  lacks	  knowledge	  of	  the	  past	  and	  thus	  subjectivizes	  his	  experience.	  His	  vertigo	  is	  thus	  a	  physical	  manifestation	  of	  the	  psychological	  need	  to	  rebel.	  	  Marantz	  Cohen	  also	  draws	  attention	  to	  Scottie’s	  lack	  of	  a	  past	  (or	  knowledge	  of	  it)	  and	  his	  desire	  to	  seek	  one.	  She	  also	  suggests	  that	  the	  three	  men	  on	  the	  roof	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film	  are	  metaphors	  for	  Scottie.	  Scottie	  is	  left	  hanging,	  while	  part	  of	  him	  falls	  to	  his	  death	  and	  another	  part	  of	  him	  escapes	  over	  the	  rooftops.	  It	  is	  this	  part	  of	  himself	  that	  he	  spends	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  film	  trying	  to	  recapture.	  She	  also	   notes	   that	   while	   many	   critics	   have	   stated	   that	   the	   film	   is	   about	   Scottie	  wanting	   to	   transform	   Judy,	   they	   have	   overlooked	   the	   fact	   that	   it	   is	   also	   about	  Scottie	   wishing	   to	   transform	   himself.	   She	   cites	   the	   example	   of	   the	   depth	   of	  exchanges	   between	   Scottie	   and	   Madeleine/Judy	   and	   the	   superficiality	   of	   the	  exchanges	  between	  Scottie	  and	  Midge	  as	  proof	  of	  this.	  In	  her	  essay	  “Femininity	  by	  Design”,	  Tania	  Modleski	   is	  keen	  to	  distance	  herself	  from	   the	   commonly	   held	   notion	   that	  Vertigo	   is	   an	   example	   of	  where	   the	  male	  gaze	  possesses	   the	   female;	   the	   attitude	  popularized	  by	  Mulvey.	   She	   cites	   as	   an	  example	   of	   where	   the	   film	   breaks	   from	   this	   pattern	   by	   referring	   to	   the	   scene	  where	   Madeleine	   is	   in	   the	   flower	   shop.	   She,	   at	   one	   point,	   turns	   and	   walks	  towards	   the	   camera.	   Instead	   of	   using	   a	   reverse	   shot	   to	   indicate	   the	   male	  perspective	   and	   thus	   using	   classic	   Hollywood	   narrative,	   the	   camera	   instead	  shows	  us	  the	  mirrored	  wall	  with	  Scottie	  peering	  through	  a	  crack.	  This,	  according	  to	   Modleski,	   implies	   that	   both	   he	   and	   the	   audience	   are	   her	   reflection	   and,	  furthermore,	   this	   foreshadows	   the	   mirrored	   relationships	   of	  Scottie/Madeleine/Judy.	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She	  concludes	  her	  argument	  that	  the	  film	  should	  not	  be	  read	  as	  an	  example	  of	  the	  male	   gaze	   possessing	   the	   female	   by	   referring	   to	   Judy’s	   flashback	   scene,	  which,	  she	  states,	  places	  Judy	  in	  complete	  control	  of	  what	  she	  is	  doing,	  Since	  we	  know	  what	   Judy	  knows	  and	  we	  know	  what	  Scottie	  doesn’t	  know,	  Scottie	   is	   therefore	  placed	   in	   the	   enigmatic	   role	   that	   was	   previously	   Madeleine/Judy’s.	   She	   does,	  however,	  finish	  by	  saying	  that,	  regardless	  of	  this	  switch	  of	  emphasis,	  in	  order	  to	  sustain	  his	  sense	  of	  self,	  man	  must	  kill	  woman.	  	  Samuels	   in	   “Vertigo:	   Sexual	   Dis-­‐Orientation	   and	   the	   En-­‐gendering	   of	   the	   Real”	  begins	  with	   Judy	   at	   the	   centre	  of	   his	   argument.	  He	  proposes	   that	   since	   Judy	   is	  impersonating	  Madeleine	  who	  is	  supposedly	  possessed	  by	  the	  dead	  Carlotta,	  she	  is	   a	   Symbolic	   representation	   of	   a	   dead	   person	   and	   thus	   dead	   herself.	   He	   then	  suggests	   that	   Scottie	   is	   not	   just	   afraid	   of	   heights	   but	   also	   of	   femininity.	   To	  support	  this	  claim,	  he	  interprets	  Lacan’s	  theory	  of	  castration	  anxiety	  as	  being	  the	  male	  being	  afraid	  of	  the	  female	  genitalia,	  not	  because	  they	  suggest	  he	  can	  lose	  his	  own	  phallus,	  but	  because	  he	  can	  see	  his	  own	  nothingness	  reflected	  in	  the	  Other.	  He	   further	  cites	  Lacan	  to	  suggest	   that	   the	   feminine	  object	   is	  placed	  outside	   the	  Symbolic	  order	  of	  words,	   thus	  placing	   the	   female	  as	   the	  Real,	  which	   cannot	  be	  symbolized	  and	  possesses	  unknowability.	  He	   thus	   suggests,	  but	  does	  not	   state,	  that	   Judy	   is	   in	   the	   realm	   of	   unknowability,	   as	   herself,	   as	   Madeleine	   and	   as	  Carlotta	   and	   thus	   Scottie	   does	   not	   resolve	   his	   fear	   of	   femininity,	   but	   merely	  confirms	  it	  with	  Judy’s	  death.	  	  David	  Sterritt	  begins	  his	  essay	  on	  Vertigo	  by	  stating	   that	   the	   track	  out-­‐zoom	  in	  technique	   serves	   a	   three-­‐fold	   purpose:	   its	   gives	   a	   visual	   representation	   of	  vertigo;	   it	   increases	  audience	   identification	  with	  Scottie	  by	  acting	  as	  a	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  and,	  finally,	  it	  suggests	  Hitchcock’s	  interest	  in	  attraction-­‐repulsion.	  He	  further	   states	   that	   Hitchcock	   is	   interested	   in	   two	   other	   dualities,	   namely	  authenticity-­‐performance	   and	   reality-­‐illusion.	   However,	   his	   essay	   involves	   a	  scene-­‐by-­‐scene	  description	  of	  the	  film	  which	  does	  not	  explore	  these	  notions	  any	  further.	   Robin	  Wood	   also	   adopts	   this	   expository	   approach,	   an	   approach	  which	  offers	  little	  more	  than	  one	  man’s	  opinion	  with	  no	  evidence	  to	  support	  his	  claims.	  However,	   bearing	   in	   mind	   that	   the	   latter	   essay	   was	   written	   in	   1965	   and	   the	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former	  in	  1993,	  at	  a	  time	  when	  neither	  had	  access	  to	  video	  or	  DVD,	  since	  neither	  existed	  in	  1965	  and	  Vertigo	  had	  been	  removed	  from	  commercial	  circulation	  until	  1984,	  and	  then	  only	  as	  a	  cinema	  release,	  this	  approach	  is	  understandable,	  since	  neither	  could	  have	  conducted	  an	   in-­‐depth	  analysis	  of	   the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  due	   to	  lack	  of	  access.	  	  Dan	   Aulier’s	   Vertigo:	   the	   Making	   of	   a	   Hitchcock	   Classic	   (1998)	   offers	   a	  chronological	   narrative-­‐driven	   approach	   to	   how	   the	   film	   was	   made	   from	  obtaining	   the	  source	  material	   through	  pre-­‐production	  and	  critical	   reception	  on	  its	  original	  release.	  It	  also	  examines	  the	  history	  of	  the	  restoration	  process,	  which	  the	  authors	  believe	  began	  in	  the	  late	  1970s.	  However,	  the	  narrative	  driven	  tone	  of	   the	   writing	   tends	   to	   undermine	   any	   academic	   pretensions	   the	   author	   may	  have	  had.	  
	  
2.4.13.	  North	  by	  Northwest	  Stanley	   Covell’s	   essay	   “North	   by	   Northwest”	   published	   in	   A	   Hitchcock	   Reader	  argues	   that	   the	   film	   is,	   in	   fact,	   a	   reworking	   of	   the	   comedies	   of	   remarriage.	   He	  particularly	  draws	  on	  The	  Philadelphia	  Story	  (1940),	  because	  both	  films	  star	  Cary	  Grant.	  He	  further	  suggests	  that	  the	  remarriage	  in	  both	  is	  once	  more	  achieving	  a	  degree	   of	   innocence	   that	   had	   been	   lost	   by	   the	   protagonist(s)	   and	   the	  (re)establishment	  of	  identity.	  	  	  Steven	  W.	  Patterson’s	  “Essay	  On	  Being	  Mr.	  Kaplan:	  Personal	  Identity	  in	  North	  by	  
Northwest”,	  published	  in	  Hitchcock	  and	  Philosophy,	  takes	  the	  issue	  of	  identity	  one	  stage	  further	  by	  asking	  the	  philosophical	  question	  “What	  makes	  us	  who	  we	  are?”	  He	   attempts	   to	   address	   this	   question	   by	   using	   the	   events	   of	   the	   film	   as	   a	  springboard	  for	  referring	  to	  how	  various	  philosophers	  have	  attempted	  to	  answer	  this	  question.	  	  Identity	   is	  once	  again	  explored	   in	  Richard	  H.	  Millington’s	  essay	   “Hitchcock	  and	  American	  Culture”	  and	  is	  published	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  America.	  However,	  he	  argues	  that	  the	  film	  is	  exploring	  the	  notion	  of	  the	  individual’s	  identity	  in	  space,	  namely,	  the	   city	   and	   the	   wilderness	   and	   the	   middle-­‐class	   individual’s	   struggle	   to	   find	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identity	   in	  the	  dominant	  capitalist	  culture.	  Robin	  Wood,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  has	  no	  such	  clear	  focus	  in	  his	  essay	  originally	  published	  in	  1965.	  His	  concern	  is	  more	  to	   elevate	   the	   film	   (and	   the	   director)	   to	   a	  more	   serious	   level	   of	   discussion.	   To	  achieve	  this,	  he	  gives	  his	  personal	  interpretation	  of	  each	  scene	  in	  the	  film,	  while	  also	  commenting	  on	  plot	  similarities	  between	  it	  and	  The	  39	  Steps	  and	  Saboteur.	  	  Lesley	   Brill’s	   focus,	   in	   his	   eponymously	   named	   essay,	   is	  more	   on	   performance	  and	  theatricality	  in	  the	  film.	  He	  discusses	  how	  various	  characters	  play	  different	  roles	   in	   the	   film	  and	   that	   this	  underscores	   the	   theme	  of	   fictionality	   in	   the	   film.	  However,	   because	   of	   the	   roles	   they	   have	   had	   to	   play	   the	   male	   and	   female	  protagonists	  find	  their	  true	  selves.	  This	  point	  is	  argued	  against	  in	  Chapter	  10.5.	  
	  
2.4.14.	  Psycho	  
A	  Hitchcock	  Reader	  contains	  three	  essays	  concerning	  Psycho,	  Raymond	  Bellour’s	  “Psychosis,	  Neurosis,	  Perversion”,	  Christopher	  D.	  Morris’s	   “Psycho’s	  Allegory	  of	  Seeing”	   and	   “On	   Being	   Norman:	   Performance	   and	   Inner	   Life	   in	   Hitchcock’s	  Psycho”	   by	   Deborah	   Thomas.	   Bellour’s	   principle	   point	   of	   focus	   is	   that	   of	  movement	  from	  places	  away	  from	  the	  motel	  and	  house	  in	  Phoenix	  to	  the	  Bates’	  motel/house.	  All	  three	  narratives,	  Bellour	  claims,	  	  (Marion’s,	  Arbogast’s	  and	  Sam	  and	   Lila’s)	   make	   this	   journey	   and	   he	   notes	   that	   each	   of	   the	   three	   narratives	  involves	  a	  shot/reverse	  shot	  with	  Norman	  in	  the	  office.	  He	  further	  suggests	  that	  the	  psychiatrist’s	  speech	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  deliberately	  undermines	  narrative	  expectation	  as	  elements	  of	  the	  sub-­‐plot	  (such	  as,	  will	  Sam	  and	  Lila	  make	  an	  ideal	  couple?)	  are	  left	  unresolved.	  He	  then	  comments	  on	  the	  shot	  arrangement	  in	  the	  parlour	   scene	   between	   Marion	   and	   Norman,	   noting	   that	   Marion	   is	   montaged	  between	  images	  of	  stuffed	  birds,	  thus	  drawing	  a	  similarity	  between	  her	  and	  the	  birds	  and	  Norman’s	  line	  “You	  eat	  like	  a	  bird.”	  	  	  Christopher	  D.	  Morris	  links	  Marion’s	  dead	  eye	  and	  the	  bathtub	  drain	  as	  being	  a	  signifier	  of	  death	  and	  nothingness,	  suggesting	   that	   the	  critic	   is	  condemned	  to	  a	  game	  of	   hermeneutics	  which	   “sees”	  nothing	  or	   at	   least	  mere	   illusions.	  He	   then	  points	   out	   that	   the	   money	   Marion	   steals	   is	   also	   a	   signifier	   of	   this	   since,	  traditionally,	   money	   equates	   happiness,	   yet	   it	   eventually	   disappears	   into	   the	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swamp	  of	  nothingness.	  Furthermore,	  its	  only	  purpose	  is	  to	  trigger	  a	  search	  for	  it,	  first	  through	  Arbogast	  and	  then	  through	  Lila	  and	  Sam,	  but	  its	  implied	  retrieval	  is	  not	  foregrounded,	  thereby	  indicating	  its	  worthlessness.	  He	  concludes	  by	  stating	  that	  the	  game	  of	  interpretation	  is	  doomed	  to	  failure	  since	  art	  can	  only	  ever	  bring	  us	  to	  the	  threshold	  of	  understanding	  its	  inherent	  contradictions.	  	  Deborah	   Thomas’s	   primary	   point	   of	   interest	   is	   the	   role	   of	   performance,	  particularly	  of	  Anthony	  Perkins,	   in	  the	  film	  in	  the	  roles	  of	  Norman	  and	  Mother.	  She	   comments	   on	   dialogue,	   visual	   treatment,	   and	   facial	   expressions,	   amongst	  others	  to	  suggest	  that	  we	  build	  up	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  character	  through	  a	  combination	  of	  these	  elements.	  	  George	  Toles	  examines	  his	  uneasiness	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  film	  and	  locates	  it	  in	  the	  depiction	   of	   the	   eye	   in	   ““If	   Thine	   Eye	   Offend	   Thee…”.	   Psycho	   and	   the	   Art	   of	  Infection”	   published	   in	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   Centenary	   Essays.	   He	   draws	   parallels	  between	   Edgar	   Allan	   Poe’s	  Bernice	   and	   George	   Bataille’s	  Histoire	   de	   l’oeil	   and	  their	  respective	  depictions	  of	  eyes,	  arguing	  that	  the	  eye	  represents	  identity	  and	  is	  also	  the	  symbol	  of	  maximum	  vulnerability.	  He	  then	  compares	  the	  depiction	  of	  eyes	   in	  Rear	  Window	   and	  Vertigo,	   suggesting	   that	   the	   latter’s	   opening	   credits,	  where	  the	  camera	  passes	  through	  the	  pupil,	  which,	  it	  can	  be	  interpreted,	  it	  only	  emerges	  from	  as	  it	  tracks	  away	  from	  Marion’s	  dead	  eye,	  with	  her	  eye	  firmly	  fixed	  on	  nothing.	  	  Phillip	  Tallon	  in	  “Psycho:	  Horror,	  Hitchcock,	  and	  the	  Problem	  of	  Evil”,	  published	  in	   Hitchcock	   and	   Philosophy:	   Dial	   M	   for	   Metaphysics	   offers	   a	   generalised	  discussion	   on	   the	   nature	   of	   evil,	   citing	   David	   Hume,	   Noël	   Carroll	   and	  Marilyn	  McCord	  Adams	  to	  suggest	  that	  evil	  is	  the	  lack	  of	  proper	  order	  and	  that	  the	  sinful	  person	   lacks	  proper	  goals.	  Consequently,	   evil	   gravitates	   towards	   the	  grotesque	  and	  Psycho	  offers	  a	  realistic	  depiction	  of	  how	  sin	  deforms.	  	  Robert	   J.	   Corber	   begins	   his	   discussion	   of	   Psycho	   in	   “Hitchcock	   through	   the	  Looking	  Glass,”	  published	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  America,	  by	  analyzing	  the	  psychiatrist’s	  speech	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film.	   He	   believes	   that	   the	   speech,	   rather	   than	   giving	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satisfactory	   narrative	   closure,	   serves	   as	   an	   act	   of	   containment.	   This	   he	   then	  posits	  as	  being	  a	  symptom	  in	  the	  rise	  of	  post-­‐war	  experts	  that	  the	  film	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  drawing	  attention	  to.	  He	  notes	  that	  the	  police	  rely	  on	  the	  psychiatrist	  to	  solve	  the	  murder	  and	  that	  this	  deference	  to	  experts	  is	  symptomatic	  of	  the	  way	  society	   increasingly	   relied	   on	   them	   in	   the	   post-­‐war	   years.	   Furthermore,	   he	  comments	  that	  the	  psychiatrist’s	  reductive	  reading	  of	  Norman	  calls	  into	  question	  psychoanalysis	  itself	  as	  a	  way	  of	  interpreting	  human	  behaviour.	  He	  also	  suggests	  that	   in	  Psycho	  we	  have	  a	  depiction	  of	  the	  state’s	   inability	  (through	  the	  figure	  of	  the	  psychiatrist)	  to	  contain	  an	  individual’s	  subjectivity.	  	  Like	  George	  Toles,	  Lesley	  Brill	  also	  comments	  on	  the	  similarity	  of	  the	  treatment	  of	  the	  eye	  in	  Vertigo	  and	  Psycho,	  but	  goes	  further	  to	  notice	  a	  similar	  downward	  motif	  in	  the	  camera	  work	  of	  the	  two	  films.	  He	  cites	  the	  movement	  of	  the	  camera	  into	  the	  hotel	  room	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film,	  Marion’s	  car	  disappearing	   into	  the	   swamp	   and	   Arbogast’s	   fall	   to	   support	   this	   point.	   He	   notices	   a	   similarity	  between	  Marion	  and	  the	  myth	  of	  Persephone	  in	  the	  flowered	  wallpaper	  reflected	  in	  the	  mirror	  of	  the	  motel	  bedroom	  and	  also	  the	  way	  Marion	  is	  dispatched	  from	  the	  film	  is	  as	  if	  she	  has	  been	  snatched	  away	  to	  Hades.	  He	  goes	  on	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  use	  of	  light	  in	  Psycho	  fails	  to	  illuminate	  and	  water	  fails	  to	  cleanse.	  This	  later	  point	   he	   concludes	  with	   the	   last	   image	   of	   the	   film	  when	   the	   car	   is	   brought	   up	  from	  the	  swamp,	  calling	  it	  a	  watery	  parody	  of	  rebirth	  and	  an	  ironic	  ascent.	  	  	  Paula	   Marantz	   Cohen’s	   focus	   is	   on	   the	   mother	   figure,	   which	   she	   believes	   is	  expressed	   most	   clearly	   in	   Psycho,	   The	   Birds	   and	   Marnie,	   in	   particular	   the	  mother’s	  destructive	  potential.	  She	  links	  this	  depiction	  to	  an	  increasing	  trend	  in	  American	   society	   to	   see	   the	   mother	   as	   overly-­‐protective	   and	   cites	   Barbara	  Ehrenreich	   and	   Dierdre	   English’s	   observation	   that	   this	   blaming	   of	   the	  mother	  came	  from	  women’s	  increased	  spending	  power	  after	  the	  war.	  She	  also	  comments	  on	   how	   Hitchcock’s	   own	   relationships,	   particularly	   with	   his	   daughter,	   had	  changed	  and	  become	  strained	  during	  the	  50s,	  which,	  she	  claims,	  had	  affected	  his	  work.	   That	   his	   daughter	   is	   cast	   as	   the	  mean-­‐spirited	   secretary	   is,	   for	  Marantz	  Cohen,	  no	   coincidence.	   She	   concludes	   that	  Marion’s	  dead	  eye	   and	   the	  montage	  sequence	  that	  leads	  to	  it	  is	  the	  murdering	  of	  the	  look,	  or	  cinematic	  gaze,	  and	  that	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this	  murder	  is	  attached	  to	  the	  other	  of	  the	  mother	  or,	  more	  positively,	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  the	  triumph	  of	  cinema	  over	  literature.	  	  Robert	   Samuels	   in	   his	   epilogue	   begins	   by	   affirming	   that	   many	   feminist	   and	  psychoanalytic	   theories	   depend	   on	   a	   heterosexist	   model	   in	   which	  masculinity	  equates	  with	   the	   Symbolic	   and	   femininity	  with	   the	  Real:	   he	   counters	   this	  with	  the	   notion	   of	   bi-­‐textuality,	   which	   is	   derived	   from	   Freud’s	   belief	   that	   the	  unconscious	  is	  bi-­‐sexual,	  a	  notion	  which	  has	  been	  repressed	  by	  much	  of	  the	  work	  written	  about	  Freud.	  Furthermore,	  a	  bisexuality	  of	  the	  unconscious	  threatens	  the	  heterosexual	  control	  of	  the	  Symbolic.	  As	  a	  result,	  our	  culture	  is	  concerned	  with	  repressing	   the	   unconscious	   and	   avoiding	   contact	  with	   the	  Real.	  He	   claims	   that	  
Psycho’s	  bi-­‐textuality	  is	  linked	  to	  a	  fear	  of	  psychosis.	  He	  uses	  Lacan’s	  notion	  that	  psychosis	   includes	   episodes	   where	   certain	   abstract	   Symbolic	   factors	   are	  perceived	   in	   the	   Real.	   This	   idea	   he	   connects	   directly	   to	   Norman,	   where	   his	  Symbolic	   desire	   to	   identify	  with	   the	  mother	   is	   played	  out	   in	   the	  Real	  when	  he	  wears	  her	  clothing	  and	  speaks	  her	  voice.	  	  He	  continues	  by	  further	  defining	  psychosis	  as	  a	  rejection	  of	  the	  subject’s	  super-­‐ego	   (or,	   for	   Lacan,	   “internalised	   Other”).	   It	   is	   when	   the	   internalized	   Other	  becomes	  externalized	  that	  psychosis	  occurs.	  It	  is	  this	  externalized	  Other	  that	  we	  hear,	  when	  we	  hear	  mother’s	  voice	  in	  the	  film.	  Thus,	  the	  film	  is	  the	  depiction	  of	  one	  long	  psychotic	  delusion.	  He	  concludes	  by	  noting	  that	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  is	  a	  reversal	   of	   Classic	   Hollywood	   narrative,	   in	   that,	   rather	   than	   the	   man	  commanding	  the	  woman’s	  body,	  it	  is	  the	  woman	  commanding	  the	  man’s.	  This,	  in	  turn,	  highlights	  the	  bisexuality	  inherent	  in	  all	  of	  us.	  	  David	   Sterritt	   and	   Robin	   Wood,	   as	   previously,	   both	   opt	   for	   a	   scene-­‐by-­‐scene	  description	  of	  Psycho.	  Their	  observations,	  while	  pertinent,	  are	  not	  based	  on	  any	  specific	  approach,	  but	  Sterritt	  does	  reference	  Freud	  to	  describe	  Norman.	  	  He	  can	  be	   represented	   as	   a	   person	   where	   “The	   obsessive	   thought	   “I	   should	   like	   to	  murder	  you,”	  means…nothing	  else	  but	  “I	  should	  like	  to	  enjoy	  love	  the	  of	  you.”	  
	  
2.4.15.	  The	  Birds	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Since	   their	   approach	   is	   similar	   to	   their	   writing	   on	   Psycho,	   David	   Sterritt	   and	  Robin	  Wood	  will	   be	   addressed	   first.	   Interestingly,	  David	   Sterritt	  warns	   against	  the	  postmodern	  game	  of	  hermeneutics,	  but,	  of	  course,	  it	  is	  precisely	  this	  that	  he	  engages	   in.	   He	   does,	   however,	   note	   that	   the	   outer,	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   films,	   is	  depicted	  by	  imagery	  and	  the	  inner	  by	  metaphor	  and	  allusion,	  while	  Wood	  argues	  that	   the	   birds	   are	   a	   symbol	   of	   the	   arbitrariness	   of	   life	   and	   its	   fragility	   and	  instability.	  	  John	  P.	  McCombe	   in	  his	   essay	   ““Oh,	   I	   See….”:	  The	  Birds	   and	   the	  Culmination	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  Hyper-­‐Romantic	  Vision”,	  published	  in	  A	  Hitchcock	  Reader,	  uses	  both	  Sterritt	   and	   Wood	   in	   his	   attempt	   to	   rescue	   The	   Birds	   from	   grasp	   of	  psychoanalytic	  approaches.	  He	  uses	  the	  latter	  to	  suggest	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  closer	  to	  a	  poet	  with	  this	  film	  and	  the	  former	  to	  tie	  the	  film	  to	  Coleridge	  and	  his	  “willing	  suspension	  of	  disbelief”.	  By	  doing	  this,	  he	  intends	  to	  approach	  the	  film	  as	  being	  an	  example	  of	  British	  Romanticism.	  He	  then	  offers	  a	  synopsis	  of	  the	  film	  before	  turning	  his	  attention	   to	  a	   reading	  of	   the	  Rime	  of	   the	  Ancient	  Mariner	  which,	  he	  concedes,	   bears	   little	   similarity	   to	   The	   Birds,	   but	   does,	   like	   the	   film,	   rely	   on	  suspending	   logic.	   According	   to	   the	   author,	   both	   contain	   a	   dreamlike	   absurdity	  and	   The	   Birds	   possesses	   a	   didactic	   quality	   that	   connects	   it	   to	   the	   early	   19th	  century	  Romantics.	  	  	  
Hitchcock	  and	  Philosophy	  Dial	  M	  for	  Metaphysics	  includes	  two	  essays	  concerning	  
The	  Birds.	  The	  first	  is	  “The	  Birds:	  Plato	  and	  Romantic	  Love”	  by	  Raja	  Halwani	  and	  Steven	   Jones	   and	   the	   second	   “Featherless	  Bipeds:	   The	  Concept	   of	  Humanity	   in	  
The	  Birds”	  by	  Scott	  Calef.	  As	   the	   title	   suggests	  Halwani	  and	   Jones’	   focus	   is	  how	  romantic	  love	  is	  expressed	  in	  The	  Birds.	   It	  notes	  that	  conflict	  can	  arise	  between	  the	  notions	  of	   autonomy	  and	  romantic	   love	  and	   that	   compromise	   is	   frequently	  necessary.	  They	  continue	  by	  noticing	  the	  change	  in	  pronouns	  that	  Mitch	  uses,	  he	  changes	   from	  “I”	   to	   “we”	   thus	  suggesting	  a	   change	   to	  Mitch’s-­‐life-­‐with-­‐Melanie.	  Their	   discussion	   moves	   onto	   the	   film	   itself	   in	   which,	   they	   believe,	   the	   bird	  attacks	  illustrate	  the	  dangers	  of	  romantic	  love.	  According	  to	  the	  authors,	  the	  pet	  shop	  scene	  illustrates	  the	  dangers	  of	  treating	  romantic	   love	  lightly	  and	  that	  the	  attacks	  in	  the	  film	  occur	  at	  junctures	  when	  the	  concept	  has	  been	  so	  treated.	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  The	   film	   also	   suggests	   that	   romantic	   love	   has	   an	   ugly	   side	   as	   indicated	   by	   the	  hysterical	  mother	   noting	   that	   the	   attacks	   started	  when	  Melanie	   (love)	   entered	  Bodego	   bay.	   They	   conclude	   by	   saying	   that	   the	   lovebirds	   in	   their	   cage	   are	   a	  representation	   of	   Plato’s	   notion	   of	   romantic	   love,	   but	   point	   out	   that	   romantic	  love	  cannot	  normally	  be	  carried	  out	  in	  isolation.	  	  Scott	  Calef	  begins	  his	  essay	  by	  referencing	  the	  hysterical	  mother	  and	  her	  cry	  of	  “who	  are	  you?”	  noting	   that	   the	   cry	   is	  made	  directly	   to	   camera	  and	   is	   thus	  also	  aimed	  at	  the	  viewer.	  This	  leads	  him	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  film	  is	  really	  a	  discourse	  on	  the	  notion	  of	  identity	  and	  the	  roles	  we	  play.	  Melanie	  initially	  assumes	  the	  role	  of	  a	  salesperson	  and	  when	  told	  to	  get	  back	  in	  her	  gilded	  cage,	  she	  asks,	  “What	  did	  you	  say?”	  to	  which	  Mitch	  replies,	  “I	  was	  only	  drawing	  a	  parallel”	  thus	  indicating	  both	  birds	  and	  humans’	   identities	  are	  in	  question.	  He	  goes	  on	  to	  suggest	  that	   it	  isn’t	  knowledge	  that	  separates	  us	   from	  birds	  but	   language	  and	  that	   if	  you	  have	  no	  language	  you	  have	  no	  beliefs.	  	  	  He	   then	   examines	   the	   notion	   of	   free	   will	   in	   humans,	   suggesting	   that	   because	  animals	  are	  prescribed	  to	  behave	   in	  a	  certain	  way	  they	  have	  no	  ability	   for	  self-­‐improvement.	   This	   free	   will	   allows	   for	   behaviour	   like	   courage,	   whereas	  Rousseau	  suggests	  that	  animals	  cannot	  behave	  like	  this.	  	  In	   “The	   Birds:	   Žižek,	   Ideology,	   and	   The	   Horror	   of	   the	   Real”	   Robert	   Samuels	  suggests	  that	  many	  essays	  on	  the	  film	  have	  gendered	  the	  birds	  as	  female.	  In	  fact,	  there	  is	  no	  indication	  as	  to	  the	  gender	  of	  the	  birds	  and	  this	  is	  even	  indicated	  at	  the	   level	  of	   the	  script,	  when	  Cathy	  asks	  Melanie	  about	   the	   lovebirds	  “Is	   there	  a	  man	  and	  a	  woman?	  I	  can’t	  tell	  which	  is	  which.”	  Samuels	  believes	  that	  this	  lack	  of	  gender	  is	  essential	  in	  reading	  the	  film	  in	  a	  bi-­‐textual	  manner.	  	  He	   then	   questions	   Žižek’s	   reading	   of	   these	   birds	   as	   the	   “maternal	   Superego”	  suggesting	  that	  to	  do	  so	  is	  to	  try	  and	  force	  gender	  ideologically	  on	  the	  Real	  which	  cannot	  be	  symbolized.	  Later	  on	  in	  Žižek’s	  analysis	  Samuels	  notes	  he	  reverses	  his	  position	  to	  state	  that	  the	  birds	  represent	  a	  failure	  of	  perception	  exposing	  in	  the	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Real	  a	   lack	   in	  the	  Symbolic	  order.	  This	  stance,	  according	  to	  Samuels,	  places	  the	  relationship	   of	   the	   Real	   and	   the	   Symbolic	   at	   the	   centre	   of	   historical	   and	  psychological	  forms	  of	  interpretation.	  	  Interestingly,	   Susan	   Smith,	   in	   her	   essay	   “Tone	   and	   Meaning	   in	   The	   Birds”,	  believes	  that	  Hitchcock’s	  representative	  in	  the	  film	  is	  Mitch,	  due	  to	  change	  of	  the	  first	  letter	  that	  distinguishes	  yet	  links	  their	  two	  names	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  diminutive.	  However,	  her	  main	  focus	  is	  how	  the	  film	  disturbs	  the	  audience	  through	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  non-­‐diegetic	  soundtrack	  and	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  electronic	  sounds	   in	   the	   film	  seem	  to	  be	  interchangeable.	  She	  cites	  as	  an	  example	  the	  children’s	  running	  feet	  intercut	  with	   the	  birds’	   flapping	  wings.	  Furthermore,	   the	   lack	  of	   the	   traditional	  “The	  End”	  caption	  leaves	  the	  narrative	  open	  as	  we	  walk	  away	  from	  the	  screen.	  
	  
2.4.16.	  Marnie	  Michele	  Piso’s	  “Mark’s	  Marnie”	  published	  in	  A	  Hitchcock	  Reader	  begins	  by	  noting	  the	  three	  ways	   in	  which	  the	   film	  has	  been	  traditionally	   interpreted:	   the	  Auteur	  theory;	  the	  psychoanalytic	  approach	  and	  material	  production	  and	  the	  fetishising	  of	   the	   female	   image.	   She,	   however,	   intends	   to	   examine	   the	   film	   as	   a	   Marxist	  critique	   of	   class	   tension,	   antagonism	   and	   transactions.	   She	   remarks	   that	   the	  world	  of	  capital	  dominates,	  in	  which	  Marnie’s	  wedding	  is	  just	  a	  further	  example	  of	  a	  transaction	  which	  undermines	  the	  possibility	  of	  the	  erotic.	  	  She	   suggests	   that	   Marnie’s	   frigidity,	   from	   a	   Marxist	   perspective,	   can	   be	  interpreted	   as	   a	   metaphor	   for	   an	   oppressed	   class	   and	   a	   reflection	   of	   the	  emotionless	   and	   rational	   sphere	   of	   business.	   She	   also	   points	   out	   that	   the	   first	  chronological	   transaction	   that	   takes	   place	   is	   Marnie’s	   mother	   trading	   her	  virginity	  for	  a	  jumper,	  once	  again	  reducing	  the	  erotic	  to	  business.	  She	  goes	  on	  to	  say	  that	  all	  the	  gifts	  in	  the	  films,	  such	  as	  the	  mink	  scarf	  or	  Forio	  are	  bribes	  that	  poison	   the	   erotic	   flow.	   She	   also	   believes	   that	   there	   is	   another	   example	   of	  prostitution	  within	  the	  film:	  that	  of	  Mark’s	   first	  marriage,	  where	  he	  married	  an	  heiress	   to	   save	   his	   company.	   Once	   more	   the	   erotic	   has	   been	   sacrificed	   for	  business.	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Lesley	   Brill	   in	   “Bygones	   be	   Bygones”	  with	   no	   hint	   of	   irony	   places	  Mark	   at	   the	  centre	  of	  goodness	  and	  believes	  that	  the	  film	  is	  about	  recovering	  Marnie’s	  past.	  He	  does	  remark,	  however,	  that	  the	  role	  played	  by	  Mark,	  in	  other	  Hitchcock	  films	  concerning	   accusation,	   is	   normally	   played	   by	   a	   woman.	   However,	   he	   suggests	  that	  Marnie	  needs	  to	  find	  herself	  and	  a	  husband	  so	  that	  she	  can	  become	  fulfilled	  as	  well	  as	  suggesting	  that	  Mark	  offers	  a	  liberating	  love.	  	  Robert	   Samuels,	   writing	   in	   “Marnie:	   Abjection,	   Marking	   and	   Feminine	  Subjectivity”,	  believes	  that	  at	   the	  end	  of	   the	   film	  Marnie’s	  position	  has	  changed	  from	   being	   one	   on	   the	   outskirts	   of	   the	   phallo-­‐centric	   masculine	   realm	   to	  internalizing	  the	  hatred	  that	  language	  has	  for	  the	  non-­‐Symbolised	  Real	  body	  and	  thus	   submits	   herself	   sexually.	   However,	   he	   contrasts	   this	   essentially	   positive	  interpretation	  of	  Marnie	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film	  by	  stating	  that	  the	  Marnie	  of	  the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film	   demonstrates	   the	   displaced	   horror	   of	   feminine	  sexuality.	  	  He	  uses	  Julia	  Kristeva’s	  theory	  of	  abjection	  as	  a	  description	  of	  the	  Marnie	  in	  the	  film.	   Kristeva	   believes	   the	   abject	   Subject	   “does	   not	   respect	   borders,	   positions,	  rules.	   (She	   is)	   the	  composite.	  The	   traitor,	   the	   liar…”	   (Quoted	   in	  Samuels,	  1998:	  97),	  which	  Samuels	  suggests	   is	  a	  perfect	  description	  of	  Marnie.	  He	  also	  suggest	  that	  Marnie	  steals	  as	  a	  way	  of	  being	  outside	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  and,	  by	  stealing	  their	  money,	  is	  stealing	  man’s	  control	  of	  the	  master	  signifier,	  and	  as	  such	  is	  also	  stealing	  the	  foundation	  of	  their	  masculinity.	  	  He	  then	  argues	  that	  Marnie’s	  spilling	  of	  red	  ink	  on	  her	  blouse	  links	  writing,	  blood	  and	  memory	  and	  suggests	   that	  even	   if	   a	  Subject	  of	   an	  unconscious	   forgets,	   the	  event	   or	   word	   is	   written	   down	   in	   the	   position	   of	   the	   Other.	   What	   Marnie	   is	  attempting	  is	  to	  reject	  the	  Other	  through	  making	  herself	  an	  abject	  Subject.	  	  Robin	  Wood’s	  “You	  Freud,	  Me	  Hitchcock:	  Marnie	  Revisited”	  is	  a	  1995	  reworking	  of	  his	  1965	  essay.	  In	  it	  he	  adopts	  his	  usual	  “retelling	  the	  narrative”	  approach	  and	  inverts	  Freud’s	  notion	  that	  the	  conscious	  wants	  to	  be	  cured	  and	  the	  unconscious	  resists,	  whereas	  in	  Marnie	  it	   is	  her	  conscious	  which	  offers	  resistance,	  while	  her	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unconscious	  gives	  signs	  of	  wanting	  to	  be	  helped.	  The	  entire	  film	  therefore	  is	  the	  journey	  towards	  the	  moment	  when	  the	  conscious	  and	  unconscious	  are	  united	  in	  their	  willingness	  to	  be	  cured.	  	  
2.5.	  Closing	  Comments	  As	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  review	  of	  the	  literature,	  certain	  films	  from	  my	  corpus	  are	  favoured	   in	   terms	   of	   critical	   response.	   Whether	   it	   is	   a	   case	   of	   the	  “psychoanalytic”	  films	  offering	  more	  potential	  for	  critical	  response	  or	  that	  these	  films	  were	  discussed	  more	  enthusiastically	  when	  psychoanalysis	  was	  a	  popular	  method	  of	  critical	  discourse	  is	  open	  to	  debate.	  What	  is	  apparent,	  however,	  is	  that	  by	  using	  the	  same	  tools	  used	  to	  analyse	  these	  films	  on	  the	  remaining	  films	  in	  the	  corpus,	   the	   insights	   garnered	   should	   reveal	   a	   coherent	   pattern	   of	   symbolism	  across	  the	  films	  under	  consideration.	  	  I	  would	  also	  maintain	  that	  certain	  writers	  offer	  a	  more	  cohesive	  set	  of	  tools	  than	  others.	   I	   am	   thinking,	   in	   particular,	   of	   Robert	   Samuels,	   whose	   reworking	   of	  Lacanian	  concepts	  applied	  to	  film	  and	  Hitchcock,	  offers	  some	  very	  useful	  insights	  (as	  well	  as	  a	  few	  debatable	  notions).	  	  	  While	  only	  referred	  to	  in	  passing	  in	  this	  review	  of	  the	  literature,	  Slavoj	  Žižek	  has	  also	   created	   an	   interesting	   body	   of	  work	   regarding	   Lacan,	   psychoanalysis	   and	  Hitchcock.	  In	  fact,	  some	  of	  his	  ideas	  are	  essential	  to	  this	  thesis	  and	  are	  addressed	  in	  the	  next	  chapter,	  as	  well	  as	   the	  thoughts	  of	  some	  significant	  predecessors	   in	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory.	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SECTION	  TWO	  
	  
3.	  AN	  OVERVIEW	  OF	  PSYCHOANALYTIC	  FILM	  THEORY	  	  
3.1	  Introductory	  remarks	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  said,	  while	  he	  was	  being	  interviewed	  in	  1946	  by	  Frank	  S.	  Nugent	  of	  The	  New	  York	  Times,	  as	  part	  of	  the	  promotion	  of	  Notorious	  (1946),	  that:	  You	   would	   have	   to	   make	   a	   distinction	   between	   psychological	   and	  psychoanalytical	   films.	   The	   latter,	   I	   think	   can	   be	   dismissed	   as	   a	   passing	  phase	  (Gottlieb,	  2003:	  21).	  	  While	   Hitchcock’s	   comments	   on	   effectively	   film	   genre	   and	   Hollywood	  production	  may	  be	  accurate,	   the	  same	  cannot	  be	  said	  to	  be	  true	  of	  his	  views	  of	  film	  theory.	  Since	  the	  1970s	  various	  critics	  have	  gone	  on	  to	  use	  psychoanalytic	  ideas,	   be	   they	   Freudian,	   or	   Lacanian,	   as	   paradigms	   to	   attempt	   to	   unlock	   the	  significance	  of	  filmic	  content.	  	  	  This	  chapter	  opens	  with	  a	  discussion	  of	  three	  key	  works	  on	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  published	  between	  1975	   and	  1977.	  Two	  of	   them,	   Laura	  Mulvey’s	   essay	  “Visual	   Pleasure	   and	   Narrative	   Cinema”	   (1975)	   and	   Raymond	   Bellour’s	  “Symbolic	  Blockage”	   (1975)	  overtly,	  but	   to	  varying	  degrees,	  use	  Hitchcock	  as	  a	  frame	   of	   reference,	   hence	   their	   inclusion,	  while	   the	   third,	   Christian	  Metz’s	  The	  
Imaginary	   Signifier	   (1977)	   is	   considered	   because	   of	   its	   apparently	   revered	  position	   in	   Screen	   theory.19	   The	   chapter	   will	   further	   examine	   how	   certain	   of	  these	   ideas	   became	   so	   fixed	   in	   the	   discussion	   of	   film	   from	   a	   psychoanalytic	  perspective	   that	   in	   the	   1990s	   psychoanalysis	   was	   no	   longer	   considered	   	   by	  certain	   critics	   as	   being	   able	   to	   offer	   anything	   new	   to	   film	   studies.	   The	   chapter	  also	   discusses	   criticisms	   of	   traditional	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory,	   or	   Screen	  theory.	  The	  chapter	  concludes	  with	  an	  overview	  of	  how	  writers	  from	  the	  present	  century	  have,	  through	  returning	  to	  Freud	  via	  a	  stricter	  and	  alternative	  reading	  of	  
                                                           19	  Screen	  theory	  has	  been	  variously	  called	  “Screen	  Theory,	  “Film	  Theory	  or	  simply	  “Theory.”	  All	  imply	  a	  psychoanalytic	  perspective,	  but	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  single	  unifying	  name	  has	  not	  been	  settled	  upon	  indicate	  some	  of	  the	  problems	  of	  deciding	  what	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  is	  exactly.	  The	  term	  “Screen	  theory”	  is	  used	  in	  this	  thesis	  not	  as	  a	  reference	  to	  the	  cinema	  screen,	  but	  as	  a	  reference	  to	  Screen,	  the	  magazine	  that	  supported	  the	  definition	  of	  so-­‐called	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  projected	  in	  the	  1970s	  and	  80s.	  It	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  Screen	  theory,	  in	  this	  thesis,	  is	  considered	  as	  only	  one,	  historically	  based	  facet	  of	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory.	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Lacan,	   opened	  up	  new	  avenues	  of	  discussion	   in	   relation	   to	  psychoanalysis	   and	  film	  studies.	  	  
3.2	  Laura	  Mulvey	  and	  “Visual	  Pleasure	  and	  Narrative	  Cinema”	  The	   1970s	   are	   key	   in	   the	   development	   of	   Screen	   theory,	   since	   it	   was	   in	   this	  decade	   that	   scholars	   first	   wrote	   extensively	   about	   cinema	   from	   what	   they	  perceived	   was	   a	   psychoanalytic	   perspective.	   Mulvey’s	   concerns	   involve	   taking	  Freudian	  ideas	  and	  considering	  film	  from	  a	  feminist	  perspective,	  or,	  in	  her	  own	  words,	  in	  “Visual	  Pleasure	  and	  Narrative	  cinema”:	  Psychoanalytic	   theory	   is	   thus	   appropriated	   here	   as	   a	   political	   weapon,	  demonstrating	   the	   way	   the	   unconscious	   of	   patriarchal	   society	   has	  structured	  film	  form	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  483).	  This	   approach,	   while	   commendable	   from	   a	   feminist	   perspective,	   undoubtedly	  indicates	   one	   of	   the	  major	   problems	   of	   Screen	   theory	   and	   its	   appropriation	   of	  Freudian	  and	  Lacanian	  psychoanalysis.	  By	  politicising	  Freud	  and	  Lacan	  through	  focusing	  on	  the	  societal,	  rather	  than	  the	  individual,	  unconscious,	  she	  is	  engaging	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  identify	  the	  underlying	  mechanisms	  of	  power	  within	  patriarchy.	  This	   is	   both	   unfortunate	   and	   ironic,	   if	   the	   original	   schism	   in	   psychoanalysis,	  which	  dates	  back	  to	  1911,	  is	  considered.	  	  	  Alfred	  Adler,	  who	  was	   one	   of	   the	   founders	   of	   the	   International	   Psychoanalytic	  Association,	   split	   with	   Freud,	   because,	   as	   Ernest	   Jones,	   Freud’s	   biographer,	  points	  out	  in	  The	  Life	  and	  Work	  of	  Sigmund	  Freud	  (1961):	  He…	  …interpreted	   everything	   in	   terms	  of	  Nietzsche’s	  will	   to	  power.	   Even	  sexual	   intercourse	   itself	  was	  not	   impelled	  by	  sexual	  desire	  so	  much	  as	  by	  pure	  aggressiveness	  (Jones,	  1993:	  400).	  	  Jones	  also	  notes:	  It	  is	  not	  irrelevant	  to	  recall	  that	  most	  of	  Adler’s	  followers	  were,	  like	  himself,	  ardent	   Socialists…	   …This	   consideration	   makes	   it	   more	   intelligible	   that	  Adler	   should	   concentrate	   on	   the	   sociological	   aspects	   of	   consciousness	  rather	  than	  the	  repressed	  unconscious	  (ibid:	  401).	  The	  irony	  is	  that	  Screen	  theory,	  by	  wishing	  to	  use	  the	  paradigm	  of	  Lacan/Freud,	  has	   politicised	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   and	   thus	   has	  moved	   away	   from	   the	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Freudian	  unconscious,	  just	  as	  Adler	  did.	  Furthermore,	  as	  Noël	  Carroll	  notes	  in	  his	  essay	  “Prospects	  for	  Film	  Theory”	  (1996):	  Criticisms	   of	   the	   dubious	   psychoanalytic	   premises	   of	   the	   Theory	   are	  denounced	  as	  reactionary	  –	  in	  a	  political	  sense	  –	  as	  if	  belief	  in	  the	  equality	  of	  the	  races	  requires	  assent	  to	  Lacan	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  pet	  propaganda	  of	  the	  Theory	  (Bordwell	  et	  al,	  1996:	  45).	  The	  tone	  of	  Carroll’s	  writing	  suggests	  that	  he	  is	  a	  critic	  of	  Screen	  theory,	  which	  he	  is,	  and	  this	  will	  be	  further	  commented	  on	  later	  on.	  And	  yet,	  his	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “reactionary”	   indicates,	   as	   do	   Adler’s	   socialist	   tendencies	   in	   relation	   to	  psychoanalysis,	  that	  Screen	  theory	  was	  guided	  by	  left	  wing	  leanings.	  	  Indeed,	   Mulvey,	   through	   her	   politicising	   of	   psychoanalytic	   concepts,	   almost	  inevitably,	  has	  to	  use	  the	  word	  “power”	  in	  her	  discussion:	  The	  power	  to	  subject	  another	  person	  to	  the	  will	  sadistically	  or	  to	  the	  gaze	  voyeuristically	   is	   turned	   onto	   the	  woman	   as	   the	   object	   of	   both.	   Power	   is	  backed	   by	   the	   certainty	   of	   legal	   right	   and	   the	   established	   guilt	   of	   the	  woman	   (evoking	   castration,	  psychoanalytically	   speaking)	   –	   the	  man	   is	   on	  the	  right	  side	  of	  the	  law,	  the	  woman	  on	  the	  wrong	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  491).	  In	  this	  quotation,	  Mulvey	  is	  discussing	  the	  roles	  of	  Scottie	  in	  Vertigo	  and	  Mark	  in	  
Marnie.	  And	  yet	  her	  tone	  seems	  to	  apply	  to	  Hollywood	  films	  in	  general.	  It	  will	  be	  argued	   in	   Chapter	   Twelve,	   that	  Hitchcock	   actively	   subverts	   this	   positioning,	   of	  the	  man	  being	  on	  the	  right	  side	  of	  the	  law	  and	  the	  woman	  the	  wrong	  side	  of	  it,	  to	  produce	  results	  which	  act	  to	  undermine	  patriarchy	  and	  its	  order.	  	  As	   part	   of	   her	   political	   agenda,	   Mulvey	   also	   wants	   to	   give	   a	   gender	   to	   the	  Lacanian	  notion	  of	  the	  gaze.	  She	  writes:	  In	  a	  world	  ordered	  by	  sexual	  imbalance,	  pleasure	  in	  looking	  has	  been	  split	  between	   active/male	   and	   passive/female.	   The	   determining	   male	   gaze	  projects	  its	  fantasy	  onto	  the	  female	  figure,	  which	  is	  styled	  accordingly	  (ibid:	  487).	  Here,	   Mulvey	   is	   suggesting	   in	   her	   interpretation	   that	   the	   Lacanian	   gaze	   is	   an	  active,	  male	  trait.	  While	  her	  feminist	  perspective	  is	  rightly	  appreciated,	  it	  can	  be	  contended	   that	   she	   is	   actually	   stating	   the	   opposite	   of	  what	   Lacan	   believes:	  He	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wrote	  in	  The	  Four	  Fundamental	  concepts	  of	  Psychoanalysis	  (1977)	  that	  “The	  gaze	  I	  encounter…	  …is	  not	  a	  seen	  gaze,	  but	  a	  gaze	  imagined	  by	  me	  in	  the	  field	  of	  the	  Other”	   (Lacan,	  2004:	  84).	  Thus,	   the	   gaze	   cannot	  be	  possessed	  by	   an	   individual	  Subject,	   whether	   male	   or	   female,	   and,	   as	   such,	   is	   never	   active.	   In	   fact,	   it	   is	   a	  passive	   genderless	   condition	   that	   can	   only	   ever	   be	   imagined	   as	   part	   of	   the	  Imaginary	  and	  is	  always	  exterior	  to	  the	  Subject.	  
	  Laura	   Mulvey	   also	   places	   her,	   and	   Freud’s,	   preferred	   term	   for	   voyeurism,	  scopophilia,	  and	  its	  sexual	  connotations	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  her	  argument:	  Originally,	   in	   his	  Three	   Essays	   on	   Sexuality,	   Freud	   isolated	   scopophilia	   as	  one	   of	   the	   component	   instincts	   of	   sexuality	   which	   exist	   as	   drives	   quite	  independently	  of	  the	  erotogenic	  zones	  (ibid:	  485).	  She	  then	  goes	  on	  to	  break	  down	  the	  act	  of	  cinematic	  viewing	  into	  two	  component	  parts:	  The	  first,	  scopophilic,	  arises	   from	  the	  pleasure	   in	  using	  another	  person	  as	  an	   object	   of	   sexual	   stimulation	   through	   sight.	   The	   second,	   developed	  through	   narcissism	   and	   the	   constitution	   of	   the	   ego,	   comes	   from	  identification	  with	   the	   image	   seen…	  …The	   first	   is	   a	   function	  of	   the	   sexual	  instincts,	  the	  second	  of	  ego	  libido	  (ibid:	  487).	  Mulvey	   clearly	   places	   cinematic	   viewing	   in	   the	   realm	   of	   the	   sexual	   while	   also	  suggesting	  that	  viewer	  identification	  with	  the	  protagonist	  is	  a	  narcissistic	  act,	  in	  which	   the	   viewer	   identifies	  with	   the	   protagonist	   as	   an	   act	   of,	   I	  would	   suggest,	  Freudian	   dream	   wish-­‐fulfilment,	   since,	   according	   to	   Mulvey,	   the	   spectator	  projects	   onto	   the	   protagonist	   their	   own	   wishes	   and	   desires	   through	   this	  narcissistic	  process.	  	  	  Nevertheless,	   by	   focusing	   on	   the	  way	   the	   audience	  member	   interacts	  with	   the	  projected	   male	   or	   female	   star	   and	   relating	   this	   to	   the	   patriarchy	   Mulvey	  perceives	  as	  being	  expressed	  in	  a	  given	  film	  and	  in	  society	  as	  a	  whole,	  there	  is	  a	  tendency	   to	  underplay	   the	   filmic	   content	  and	   its	  psychoanalytic	   interpretation.	  She	  describes	  this	  relationship	  of	  audience	  member	  and	  actor	  as	  follows:	  A	   male	   movie	   star’s	   glamorous	   characteristics	   are	   thus	   not	   those	   of	   the	  erotic	   object	   of	   the	   gaze,	   but	   those	   of	   the	   more	   perfect,	   more	   complete,	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more	  powerful	  ideal	  ego	  conceived	  in	  the	  original	  moment	  of	  recognition	  in	  front	  of	  the	  mirror.	  The	  character	  in	  the	  story	  can	  make	  things	  happen	  and	  control	   events	   better	   than	   the	   subject/spectator,	   just	   as	   the	   image	   in	   the	  mirror	  was	  more	  in	  control	  of	  motor	  coordination	  (ibid:	  489).	  Mulvey’s	   use	   of	   the	  word	   “male”	   clearly	   displays	   her	   interest	   in	   exposing	   how	  patriarchy	   controls	   and	   is	   displayed	   in	   the	   filmic	   narrative.	   Yet	   her	   analogy	   of	  likening	  the	  act	  of	  viewing	  to	  an	  expression	  of	  the	  mirror	  stage20	  allows	  for	  her	  to	  develop	  the	  act	  of	  viewing	  beyond	  the	  voyeuristic	  and	  into	  an	  expression	  of	  the	  imperfect	  Subject,	  in	  the	  Lacanian	  sense	  of	  the	  word.	  	  And	   yet	   can	   the	   male,	   or	   female,	   character	   in	   a	   filmed	   narrative	   make	   things	  happen?	  And,	  if	  they	  can’t,	  is	  the	  analogy	  with	  the	  mirror	  stage	  a	  fitting	  one?	  The	  fact	   is	   that	   a	   character	   in	   a	   film	   cannot	   make	   anything	   happen	   except	   those	  events	  which	  the	  narrative	  they	  are	  involved	  in	  dictate.	  	  One	  remembers	  Woody	  Allen’s	  The	  Purple	  Rose	  of	  Cairo	  (1985),	  where	  the	  characters	  who	  remain	  in	  the	  screen	  cannot	  continue	  with	  their	  film	  precisely	  because	  one	  of	  them	  has	  decided	  to	   leave	   the	   diegetic	   world	   of	   the	   screen	   and	   step	   into	   the	   supposedly	   non-­‐diegetic	  world	  of	  the	  movie	  theatre.	  	  	  Or,	   to	   give	   another	   example,	   Terry	   Gilliam’s	   Twelve	   Monkeys	   (1995),	   where	  James	  Cole	   (Bruce	  Willis)	   is	   sent	  back	   in	   time	  only	   to	  be	  killed	  and	   to	  have	  his	  own	   death	   witnessed	   by	   a	   boyhood	   version	   of	   himself.	   This	   example,	   in	  particular,	   evokes	   a	   fatalistic	   view	   of	   cinematic	   narrative:	   the	   outcome	   will	  always	   be	   the	   same.	   One	   could	   even	   suggest	   that	   there	   is	   a	   certain	   narrative	  inevitability	  in	  the	  way	  Scottie,	  in	  his	  relentless	  pursuit	  of	  Madeleine	  in	  Vertigo,	  results	  in	  killing	  the	  object	  of	  his	  desire.	  	  In	  short,	  there	  is	  an	  unavoidable	  Groundhog	  Day	  (Harold	  Ramis:	  1993)	  element	  to	  watching	   film	   and	   the	   (inter)actions	   of	   the	   protagonists.	   The	   characters	   are	  condemned	  to	  say	  the	  same	  lines	  and	  repeat	  the	  same	  gestures	  every	  single	  time	  the	  film	  is	  watched.	  This	  also	  applies	  to	  remakes	  of	  films.	  While	  there	  are	  certain	  
                                                           20	  The	  notion	  of	  the	  mirror	  stage	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5.6.	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alterations	  made	   to	   allow	   for	   the	   changes	   in	   cultural	   elements,	   basic	   narrative	  concerns	  usually	  remain	  intact.	  	  	  This	   is	  most	   clearly	   seen	   in	   the	   remake	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  Psycho	   by	  Gus	  Van	  Sant	  released	   in	   1998.	   In	   this	   film,	   not	   only	   are	   the	   soundtrack,	   script	   and	   actors’	  gestures	   virtually	   identical	   to	   the	   source	   film,	   but	   the	   camerawork	   also	   copies	  the	  original.	  This,	  perhaps	  paradoxically,	  seems	  to	  prove	  that	  a	  film	  is	  only	  ever	  a	  construct	  that	  can	  be	  mimicked	  and	  has	  little	  to	  do	  with	  audience	  identification	  with	  male	   (or	   female)	   stars	   and	   even	   less	   to	   do	   with	   the	   audience	   or	   cinema	  using	   Lacan’s	   mirror	   stage.	   	   That	   a	   different	   actor,	   such	   as	   Vince	   Vaughn	   as	  Norman	   Bates,	   repeats	   the	   same	   lines	   and	   similar	   gestures	   as	   a	   previous	  performer,	  will	  only	  ever	   invite	  comparisons	  and,	  particularly	   in	  such	  an	  iconic	  film	  as	  the	  original,	  will	  almost	  inevitably	  lead	  to	  negative	  comparisons.	  Indeed,	  it	   could	  be	  argued	  that	   the	   film	  does	  not	  even	  attain	   the	  status	  of	  pastiche	  and	  succeeds	  in	  merely	  being	  kitsch.	  	  	  This	   in	   turn	  means	  that,	  as	  such,	  actors	  cannot	  represent	   the	   Ideal	  Ego	  nor	  are	  they	   more	   in	   control	   of	   motor	   coordination	   than	   the	   spectator,	   since	   their	  movements	  are	  continually	  the	  same,	  whereas	  the	  spectator	  can	  get	  up	  and	  leave	  at	   any	   time.	   This	   in	   fact,	   is	   an	   inversion	   of	   the	   mirror	   stage,	   because	   in	   this	  scenario,	  one	  could,	  just	  as	  Tom	  Baxter	  (Jeff	  Daniels)	  implies	  through	  his	  actions,	  in	  The	  Purple	  Rose	  of	  Cairo,	   say	   that	   the	  world	  outside	   the	  screen,	  or	  mirror,	   is	  where	  the	  Ideal	  Ego	  is	  contained	  and	  the	  world	  within	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film	  he	  steps	  out	  of	  is	  where	  the	  Subject	  is	  lost.21	  
	  In	  her	  discussion,	  Mulvey	  emphasises	  her	  belief	  that	  patriarchy	  is	  part	  of	  Lacan’s	  Symbolic	  order	  and	  that	  women	  effectively	  do	  not	  have	  a	  voice	  in	  this	  system.	  It	  should	   be	   remembered	   that	   the	   Symbolic	   order22	   is	   not	   necessarily	   related	   to	  symbols	  and	  symbolism	  but	  rather,	  as	  Lacan	  states	  in	  book	  II	  of	  The	  Seminar	  of	  
Jacques	  Lacan	  (1988)	  “The	  symbolic	  order	  is	  what	  is	  most	  elevated	  in	  man	  and	  what	  isn’t	  in	  man,	  but	  elsewhere”	  (Lacan,	  1991:	  116).	  
                                                           21	  This	  notion	  is	  developed	  below	  in	  relation	  to	  Joan	  Copjec.	  22	  The	  Symbolic	  order	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5.6.	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  It	   is	   certain	   that	  Mulvey	  would	   disagree	  with	   Lacan’s	   choice	   of	   the	   expression	  “elevated	   in	   man”	   since	   she	   also	   includes	   patriarchy	   as	   part	   of	   the	   Symbolic	  order:	  Woman	   then	   stands	   in	   the	   patriarchal	   culture	   as	   a	   signifier	   for	   the	  male	  other,	  bound	  by	  the	  symbolic	  order	  in	  which	  man	  can	  live	  out	  his	  fantasies	  and	  obsessions	  through	  linguistic	  command	  by	  imposing	  them	  on	  the	  silent	  image	   of	  woman	   still	   tied	   to	   her	   place	   as	   the	   bearer	   of	  meaning,	   not	   the	  maker	  of	  meaning	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  484).	  As	   can	  be	   clearly	   seen,	  Mulvey’s	   concerns	  are	   feminist	   and	   relevant	  within	   the	  context	  of	  how	  women	  are	  perceived	   in	   film,	  which	  she	  concludes	   is	   related	   to	  desire	  and	  eroticism:	  Traditionally,	  the	  woman	  displayed	  (on	  the	  screen)	  has	  functioned	  on	  two	  levels:	   as	   erotic	   object	   for	   the	   characters	  within	   the	   screen	   story,	   and	   as	  erotic	  object	  for	  the	  spectator	  within	  the	  auditorium	  (ibid:	  488).	  What	   is	   interesting	   here	   is	   her	   use	   of	   the	   word	   “object”,	   which	   should	   be	  contrasted	  with	   the	   Lacanian	   use	   of	   the	  word	   “Subject”.	   It	   could	   be	   suggested	  that	  Mulvey’s	  use	  of	   the	  word	   implies	   the	  absence	  of	  Subject	  within	  women	  as	  perceived	  within	  the	  patriarchy	  she	  was	  critiquing.	  In	  other	  words,	  for	  her,	  in	  a	  patriarchy	  women	  can	  only	  ever	  be	  objects	  and	  are	  not	  entitled	  to	  a	  Subject.	  	  To	  conclude	  this	  discussion	  on	  Laura	  Mulvey’s	  essay,	   it	  has	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  important	  piece	  of	  work	  in	  the	  history	  of	  feminist	  film	  studies,	  since	  it	  opened	  up	   a	   forum	   to	   discuss	   how	  women	   both	   watch	   films	   and	   are	   seen	  when	   they	  appear	  in	  films	  and	  the	  role	  patriarchy	  has	  in	  both	  these	  perceptual	  processes.	  I	  would	  contend	  though	  that	  its	  role	  in	  modern	  psychoanalytic	  film	  studies	  is	  less	  secure.	  	  By	  politicising	  Freud,	  she	  is	  doing	  two	  things.	  The	  first	  is	  that	  she	  is	  moving	  away	  from	   Freud’s	   loosely	   apolitical	   understanding	   of	   psychoanalytic	   theory	   and,	  secondly,	  she	  is	  helping	  create	  the	  dominant	  trend	  of	  Screen	  theory	  at	  the	  time,	  which	  is	  more	  related	  to	  the	  ideology	  expressed	  in	  film	  as	  an	  apparatus	  and	  the	  spectator’s	   relationship	   with	   this	   apparatus,	   rather	   than,	   what	   this	   thesis	   is	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interested	   in,	   the	  possible	  psychoanalytic	  or	   symbolic	   contents	  of	   individual	  or	  groups	  of	  films	  and	  the	  underlying	  patterns	  achieved	  between	  the	  various	  films.	  
	  
3.3	   Christian	   Metz	   and	   The	   Imaginary	   Signifier:	   Psychoanalysis	   and	   the	  
Cinema	  Christian	  Metz’s	  The	   Imaginary	   Signifier:	  Psychoanalysis	   and	   the	  Cinema	   can	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  work	  which	  conforms	  to	  Vicky	  Lebeau’s	  description	  of	  writing	  in	  relation	  to	  Screen	  theory	  in	  Psychoanalysis	  and	  Cinema	   (2001).	  Commenting	  on	  Jean-­‐Louis	  Baudry’s	  style,	  she	  states:	  This	  is	  a	  difficult	  passage	  (one	  that,	  it	  should	  be	  said,)	  carries	  the	  “flavour”	  of	  much	  of	   the	  prose	  associated	  with	  psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   (Lebeau,	  2001:	  44).	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  Metz	  can	  be	  difficult	  to	  follow.	  Metz’s	  writings	  assume	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  Freudian,	  Saussurian	  and	  Lacanian	  ideas.	  However,	  his	  work	  does,	  on	   many	   occasions,	   embody	   the	   difficulty	   referred	   to	   in	   Lebeau’s	   comment,	  particularly	  since	  he	  uses	  Lacan	  as	  a	  benchmark	  of	  psychoanalysis.	   	  The	  latter’s	  own	   prose	   style23,	   in	   particular,	   seems	   to	   have	   been	   a	   contributory	   factor	   to	  Metz’s	  own	  style,	  as	  will	  be	  seen	  below.	  	  
	  	  The	  title	  of	  the	  book	  is	  revealing	  in	  itself.	  His	  use	  of	  the	  words	  “Imaginary”	  and	  “Signifier”	  alludes	  to	  the	  work	  of	  Lacan	  and	  Saussure	  respectively.	  This	  suggests	  that,	  like	  them,	  his	  focus	  will	  be	  on	  linguistic	  elements	  rather	  than	  any	  symbolic	  content	  an	  image	  might	  contain.	  Indeed,	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  linguistic	  content,	  his	  preferred	  term	  for	  the	  film	  as	  an	  object	  of	  study	  is	  the	  script:	  I	  shall	  call	   it	   the	  psychoanalytic	   study	  of	   film	  scripts.	  Of	  course,	   it	  does	  not	  always	  confine	   itself	   to	   the	  script	   in	   the	  narrowest	  sense	  of	   the	   term	  (the	  written	   sheets	   followed	   in	   shooting	   the	   film);	   it	   also	   extends	   to	   a	   large	  number	  of	  features	  that	  do	  not	  appear	  in	  that	  written	  skeleton	  and	  yet	  form	  part	  of	  the	  script	  in	  the	  broad	  sense	  –	  in	  the	  true	  sense:	  a	  script	  if	  need	  be	  implicit,	  a	  definitive	  script	  after	  editing	  –	  insofar	  as	   it	   is	  still	  a	  question	  of	  elements	   with	   something	   to	   do	   with	   the	   plot,	   “situations”,	   characters,	  landscapes,	  possibly	  ”period	  details”	  (Metz,	  1982:	  27).	  
                                                           23	  Discussed	  in	  Chapter	  Five.	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This	   focus	   on	   a	   film	   “script”	   as	   opposed	   to	   a	   “film”	   or	   a	   “film	   image”	   seems	   to	  carry	  an	  underlying	  assumption	  that	  the	  script	  is	  pre-­‐scribed,	  in	  that	  its	  meaning	  is	  finite	  and	  controlled	  by	  the	  people	  involved	  in	  the	  making	  of	  the	  film	  and	  thus	  the	  interpretation	  of	  any	  film	  is	  fixed	  by	  the	  intentions	  of	  these	  creative	  forces.	  
	  Nonetheless,	   the	   idea	   “the	   definitive	   script	   after	   editing”	   is	   contrary	   to	   his	  contemporary,	   Roland	   Barthes’	   idea	   expressed	   in	   “The	   Death	   of	   the	   Author”	  (1968)	  that:	  We	   know	   now	   that	   a	   text	   is	   not	   a	   line	   of	   words	   releasing	   a	   single	  “theological”	   meaning	   (the	   message	   of	   the	   Author-­‐God)	   but	   a	   multi-­‐dimensional	   space	   in	   which	   a	   variety	   of	   writings,	   none	   of	   them	   original,	  blend	  and	  crash	  (Rice	  et	  al,	  2001:	  188).	  	  	  It	   strikes	  me	  that,	  within	   the	   film	  script	  as	  described	  by	  Metz,	  he	   is	  attempting	  what	  Barthes	  states	  is	  impossible,	  namely:	  	  To	  give	  a	  text	  an	  Author	  is	  to	  impose	  a	  limit	  on	  that	  text,	  to	  furnish	  it	  with	  a	  final	  signified,	  to	  close	  the	  writing	  (ibid:	  188).	  If	  what	  Metz	  proposes	  is	  correct	  and	  that	  a	  definitive	  script	  does	  exist,	  then	  there	  would	  be	  no	  need	  for	  film	  studies,	  since	  every	  viewer	  would	  be	  viewing	  exactly	  the	  same	  film,	  with	  exactly	  the	  same	  physiological	  and	  psychological	  conditions	  and	   in	   precisely	   the	   same	   physical	   space.	   Watching	   a	   film	   is	   always	   an	  interpretive	  act	  that	  cannot	  be	  reduced	  to	  a	  definitive	  reading.	  
	  Moreover,	  through	  his	  focus	  on	  language	  rather	  than	  image,	  Metz	  offers	  very	  few	  visual	   examples	   of	   the	   ideas	   he	   is	   proposing,	   In	   fact,	   the	  whole	   book	   contains	  references	   to	   just	   18	   films	   of	   which	   Metz	   only	   uses	   six	   to	   offer	   a	   visual	  exemplification	  of	  the	  point	  he	  is	  attempting	  to	  make.	  	  
	  Additionally,	  Metz	  uses	   the	   term	  “metaphor”	   in	   the	  Lacanian	  sense	  of	  Freudian	  displacement:	  We	  know	   that	  Lacan	  sees	   the	  principle	  of	  metaphor	   in	   condensation,	   and	  the	  principle	  of	  metonymy	   in	  displacement.	   In	  Freudian	   terms,	  we	  would	  say	   that	   condensation	   and	   displacement	   are	   the	   “prototypes”	   of	   the	  symbolic	  order:	  of	  language	  (Metz,	  1982:	  168).	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Thus,	   if	  metaphor	   is	  part	  of	   the	  Symbolic	  order,	   in	   the	  Lacanian	  sense,	  and	  not	  part	   of	   the	   symbolism	   this	   thesis	   is	   concerned	   with,	   it	   is	   closely	   related	   to	  language.	   Therefore,	   Metz’s	   understanding	   of	   metaphor	   in	   film	   and,	   by	  association,	   all	   other	   elements	   of	   the	   filmic	   text	   are	   closely	   bound	   to	   language	  and	  his	  linguistic	  interpretation	  of	  the	  filmic	  medium.	  	  	  Metz	  takes	  another	  Lacanian	  concept,	  the	  mirror	  stage,	  and	  introduces	  it	  into	  his	  discussion	  of	  cinema	  as	  a	  voyeuristic	  act.	  For	  Metz,	  the	  mirror	  stage	  can	  only	  be	  correlated	   with	   the	   act	   of	   viewing	   cinema	   if	   the	   viewer	   is	   identifying	   with	   a	  figure	  on	  the	  screen	  and	  not	  a	  disembodied	  version	  of	  themselves:	  The	   primary	   identification	   is	   no	   longer	   constructed	   around	   a	   subject-­‐object,	  but	  around	  a	  pure,	  all-­‐seeing	  and	  invisible	  subject	  (ibid:	  97).	  He	  affirms	   this	  notion	  when	  he	   states	  earlier	   in	  his	  discussion	   “The	   traditional	  film	   succeeds	   in	   giving	   the	   spectator	   the	   impression	   that	   he	   is	   himself	   that	  subject”	   (ibid:	   96).	   Leaving	   aside	   the	   gendering	   of	   the	   spectator,	   for	   Metz,	  cinematic	   viewing	   is	   therefore	   an	   act	   of	   union	   between	   the	   spectator	   and	   the	  figure	  on	  the	  screen	  rather	  than	  division	  between	  the	  Subject	  and	  the	  Ego	  Ideal,	  which	   is	   at	   the	  heart	  of	   the	  mirror	   stage.	  Furthermore,	   for	  Metz,	   the	  Subject	   is	  seemingly	  an	  omnipotent	  being,	  a	  notion	  that	  is	  contrary	  to	  Lacanian	  thinking.	  	  Metz’s	  consideration	  of	  the	  mirror	  stage	   is	   included	  as	  part	  of	  his	  discussion	  of	  the	  spectator	  as	  voyeur,	  in	  which	  he	  assumes	  that	  one	  of	  the	  key	  components	  of	  the	  voyeuristic	  act	  is	  the	  person	  being	  spied	  upon	  knows	  they	  are	  being	  watched.	  He	  states,	  “The	  exhibited	  partner	  knows	  that	  he	  is	  being	  looked	  at,	  wants	  this	  to	  happen,	  and	  identifies	  with	  the	  voyeur	  whose	  object	  he	  is”	  (ibid:	  94).	  This	  could	  be	   argued	   to	   be	   true,	   if	   we	   consider	   Rear	   Window,	   particularly	   the	   sequence	  when	  Lisa	  has	  broken	  into	  Thorwald’s	  apartment	  and	  made	  her	  way	  back	  to	  the	  apartment	  and	  Jeff’s	  face	  betrays	  rapture.	  Or	  as	  Laura	  Mulvey	  notes,	  “When	  she	  crosses	  the	  barrier	  between	  his	  room	  and	  the	  block	  opposite,	  their	  relationship	  is	  reborn	  erotically”	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  66).	  And	  yet,	  as	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  film	  attests	  to,	   it	   is	   precisely	   the	   condition	   of	   not	   being	   seen	   that	   gives	   the	   voyeur	   their	  satisfaction.	  Equally,	  Thorwald,	  as	  the	  exhibited	  partner	  definitely	  does	  not	  want	  to	  be	  seen.	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Metz	  concludes	  his	  comments	  on	  voyeurism	  with	  this	  contradictory	  observation,	  “That	  which	  is	  seen	  does	  not	  know	  that	  it	  is	  seen	  and	  its	  lack	  of	  awareness	  allows	  the	  voyeur	  to	  be	  himself	  unaware	  that	  he	  is	  a	  voyeur”	  (Metz,	  1982:	  97).	  And	  yet,	  once	   again	   with	   Rear	   Window,	   Jeff	   is	   consistently	   being	   reminded	   that	   he	   is	  indulging	  in	  voyeuristic	  activities.	  In	  spite	  of	  that,	  Freud	  states	  in	  his	  essay	  “The	  Sexual	  Aberration”	  (1910)	  that:	  Every	   active	   perversion	   is	   thus	   accompanied	   by	   its	   passive	   counterpart:	  anyone	   who	   is	   an	   exhibitionist	   in	   his	   unconscious	   is	   at	   the	   same	   time	   a	  voyeur	  (Freud,	  2011:	  45).	  With	  this	  in	  mind,	  for	  Screen	  theorists,	  much	  of	  the	  pleasure	  of	  watching	  a	  film	  would	   seem	   to	   derive	   from	   the	   viewer	   indulging	   in	   a	   scopophilic	   activity	   and	  identifying	  with	  the	  exhibitionist	  behaviour	  of	  the	  protagonist.	  Mulvey	  supports	  this	  when	  she	  states:	  …The	  position	  of	  the	  spectators	  in	  the	  cinema	  is	  blatantly	  one	  of	  repression	  of	   their	   exhibitionism	   and	   projection	   of	   their	   repressed	   desire	   onto	   the	  performer	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  60).	  It	  can	  be	  concluded	  that	  watching	  a	  film	  is	  not,	  as	  Metz	  would	  seem	  to	  suggest,	  a	  passive	   act	   of	   voyeurism,	   but	   an	   active	   exchange	   between	   the	   viewer,	   their	  voyeurism	  and	  their	  projection	  onto	  the	  exhibitionist	  displaying	  on	  the	  screen.	  	  It	  is	  when	  a	  film	  like	  Michael	  Powell’s	  Peeping	  Tom	  (1960)	  foregrounds	  precisely	  this	  process	   that	   the	  viewer	   is	  made	  aware	  that	   they	  are	   indulging	   in	  an	  active	  form	   of	   voyeurism.	   The	   resulting	   discomfort	   is	   one	   which	   this	   particular	   film	  seeks	  to	  encourage.	  	  	  It	  should	  be	  remembered	  that	  Peeping	  Tom	  has	  its	  murders	  committed	  through	  a	  point	  of	  view	  camera,	  thus	  forcing	  the	  spectator	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  murderous	  act	  and,	  if	  identification	  with	  the	  protagonist	  has	  occurred,	  to	  gain	  pleasure	  from	  the	  act.	  As	  Charles	  Derry	  notes,	  in	  Dark	  Dreams	  2.0	  (2009):	  It	  is	  absolutely	  evident	  that	  Peeping	  Tom	  was	  visionary	  in	  how	  it	  connected	  the	   violence	   of	   serial	   killing	   to	   the	   voyeurism	   of	   the	   camera,	   implicitly	  indicting	  the	  cinema	  audience	  for	  its	  troubling	  appreciation	  of	  the	  spectacle	  (Derry,	  2009:2).	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If	   Metz’s	   position	   of	   viewing	   classical	   narrative	   in	   film	   must	   take	   place	   in	  conditions	  where	  the	  viewer	  is	  not	  to	  be	  reminded	  that	  they	  are	  watching	  a	  film,	  but	   still	   assume	   a	   passive	   voyeurism,	   then	   a	   film	   like	   Peeping	   Tom	  will	   both	  challenge	  and	  undermine	  this	  perspective.	  	  It	  should	  be	  noted,	  though,	  that	  Metz’s	  discussion	  does	  not	  explicitly	  refer	  to	  the	  sexual	  element	  of	  the	  voyeuristic	  act,	  one	  which	  Freud	  himself	  clearly	  identified	  in	  his	  lecture	  “The	  Sexual	  Life	  of	  Man”	  (1920),	  stating	  that	  voyeurs	  are:	  	  …those	  perverted	  ones	  who	  have	  placed	  at	   the	  end	  of	   their	  sexual	  desire	  performances	  normally	  introductory	  or	  preparatory	  to	  it.	  They	  satisfy	  their	  desire	  by	  their	  eyes	  and	  hands.	  They	  watch	  or	  attempt	  to	  watch	  the	  other	  in	  his	  most	  intimate	  doings	  (Freud,	  2012:	  259).	  For	  Metz	  this	  “pleasure”	  is	  “a	  relaxed,	  socially	  acceptable	  practice	  of	  perversion”	  (Metz,	  1982:	  93),	  a	  phrase	  which	  seems	  oxymoronic	  in	  its	  content.	  
	  He,	   additionally,	   does	   not	   use	   the	  mirror	   stage	   as	   a	  metaphor	   for	   the	   viewing	  process,	  but	  dismisses	  it	  as	  impractical	  in	  reality:	  In	  the	  cinema,	  the	  object	  remains:	  fiction	  or	  no,	  there	  is	  always	  something	  on	   the	   screen.	   But	   the	   reflection	   of	   the	   own	   body	   has	   disappeared.	   The	  cinema	  spectator	  is	  not	  a	  child	  and	  the	  child	  really	  at	  the	  mirror	  stage	  (from	  around	   six	   to	   around	   eighteen	   months)	   would	   certainly	   be	   incapable	   of	  “following”	  the	  simplest	  of	  films	  (Metz,	  1982:	  46).	  This	  would	  seem	  to	  limit	  the	  role	  of	  spectator	  as	  “merely”	  an	  unknowing	  voyeur	  as	  suggested	  earlier.	  Furthermore,	  it	  does	  not	  allow	  for	  a	  discussion	  of	  how	  the	  Subject,	  through	  their	  Ego,	  views,	  constructs	  and	  relates	  to	  the	  characters	  on	  the	  screen.	  By	  refusing	  to	  countenance	  that	  the	  mirror	  stage	   is	  an	  effective	  tool	   for	  describing	  the	  act	  of	  viewing	  Metz	  states	   that,	   “…Identification	  with	  the	  human	  form	   appearing	   on	   the	   screen…	  …	   still	   tells	   us	   nothing	   about	   the	   place	   of	   the	  spectator’s	  ego”	  (ibid:	  47).	  This	  in	  turn	  leads	  him	  to	  lament:	  Thus	  when	   I	   “recognize”	  my	   like	   on	   screen,	   and	   even	  more	  when	   I	   don’t	  recognize	   it,	  where	   am	   I?	  Where	   is	   that	   someone	  who	   is	   capable	   of	   self-­‐recognition	  when	  need	  be?	  (Metz,	  1982:	  47)	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It	  is	  precisely	  his	  refusal	  to	  accept	  the	  analogy	  of	  the	  mirror	  stage	  that	  places	  him	  in	  this	  position.	  	  Metz	  wants	  to	  place	  his	  discussion	  of	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  and	  the	  ramifications	  it	  has	  for	  cinema	  within	  a	  broader	  sociological	  context.	  He	  states:	  …the	  symbolic	  (primary	  or	  secondary)	  is	  exclusively	  superstructural	  in	  its	  order.	   It	   is	   partly	   so,	   of	   course,	   and	   even	   largely	   so	   in	   its	  most	   apparent	  strata,	   in	   its	   manifest	   content,	   in	   those	   of	   its	   features	   that	   are	   directly	  related	   to	   precise	   social	   facts	   and	   change	  when	   the	   latter	   change:	   e.g.	   in	  linguistics	  broad	  sectors	  of	  the	  lexicon	  (but	  already	  much	  less	  of	  phonology	  and	   syntax),	   in	   psychoanalysis	   the	   various	   historical	   variants	   of	   the	  Oedipus	   complex…	   …which	   are	   clearly	   linked	   to	   the	   development	   of	   the	  family	  (ibid:	  19).	  What	  is	  of	  note	  here,	  and	  similar	  to	  much	  of	  the	  content	  of	  his	  book,	  is	  that	  Metz	  is	  not	  concerned	  with	  cinema	  per	  se,	  but	  rather	  an	  exploration	  of	  linguistics	  and	  psychoanalysis	  in	  a	  social	  setting.	  	  	  This	   is	   clearly	   illustrated	   by	   his	   own	   examples,	   which	   could	   have	   led	   to	   a	  discussion	  of	  how	  the	  family	  unit,	  to	  develop	  Metz’s	  point,	  as	  an	  example	  of	  the	  Symbolic	  order,	  is	  depicted	  in	  film.	  Once	  more,	  though,	  Metz	  does	  not	  exemplify	  his	  point	  with	  filmic	  references.	  He	  could	  have	   illustrated	  filmic	  metaphor	  with	  the	  science	  fiction	  films	  of	  the	  1950s	  and	  the	  obvious	  alien/communist	  metaphor	  contained	  in	  films	  such	  as	  Byron	  Haskin’s	  The	  War	  of	  the	  Worlds	  or	  Don	  Siegel’s	  
Invasion	   of	   the	   Body	   Snatchers	   (1956).	   But	   no	   such	   exemplification	   occurs	   and	  the	  application	  to	  cinema	  remains	  at	  best	  fragmentary.	  	  
	  Equally,	  both	  of	  the	  aforementioned	  films	  have	  scenes	  which	  mirror	  each	  other	  in	   terms	   of	   content.	   In	   both,	   the	   nascent	   couple,	   or	   putative	   family	   unit,	  experiences	  a	  moment	  of	  calm	  in	  which	  the	  female	  protagonist	  makes	  breakfast	  for	  the	  couple	  in	  a	  kitchen.	  Such	  a	  striking	  similarity,	  if	  commented	  upon,	  would	  not	  only	  support	  Metz’s	  viewpoint	  on	  the	  family,	  but	  would	  also,	  by	  implication,	  say	  much	  about	  patriarchy	  as	  depicted	  in	  film,	  while	  reflecting	  1950s	  American	  cultural	  values.	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In	   conclusion,	   much	   of	   Metz’s	   work	   is	   not	   really	   concerned	   with	   Freudian	  notions	   of	   psychoanalysis	   at	   all.	   He	   prefers	   to	   use	   Lacan	   as	   his	   frame	   of	  reference.	  In	  actual	  fact,	  this	  limits	  his	  work	  rather	  than	  opening	  it	  up,	  since,	  as	  has	  been	  seen,	  his	  focus	  is	  more	  on	  the	  linguistic	  considerations.	  This,	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	   this	   thesis,	  means	   that	  Metz	  offers	  an	  historical	  perspective	  of	  Screen	  theory	  which	  is	  of	  limited	  use.	  	  
3.4	  Raymond	  Bellour	  and	  “Symbolic	  Blockage”	  Metz’s	  one	  reference	  to	  Hitchcock	  is	  typical	  of	  his	  way	  of	  writing	  about	  specific	  films	   and	   is	   an	   example	   of	   the	   difficulty	   in	   understanding	   his	   writing	   Lebeau	  refers	  to	  above;	  he	  mentions	  other	  commentators	  and	  agrees	  with	  their	  analysis,	  which,	   it	   can	   be	   said,	   takes	   place	   “off	   screen”	   or,	   in	  Metzian	   terms,	   are	   “extra-­‐diegetic.”	  As	  an	  example:	  Raymond	  Bellour’s	   impressive	  study	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  North	  by	  Northwest	   in	  
Communications,	   shows,	   I	   believe,	   what	   is	   to	   be	   expected	   of	   a	  psychoanalytic	  approach	  to	  films	  which	  is	  at	  once	  attentive	  to	  the	  signifier,	  to	   the	   script,	   and	   to	   their	  mutual	   articulation;	   the	   Oedipal	   structure	   this	  analysis	  brings	  to	  light	  informs	  the	  script	  (as	  it	  were	  on	  the	  large	  scale)	  but	  also	   the	   editing	   schemes	   in	   the	   sequence,	   on	   a	   smaller	   scale,	   so	   that	   the	  (non-­‐manifest)	   relation	   between	   the	   manifest	   signifier	   and	   the	   manifest	  signified	   of	   the	   film	   is	   that	   of	   a	   mirror	   duplication	   or	   an	   insistence,	   a	  metaphor	  of	  microcosm	  and	  macrocosm:	   the	   latent	   is	  doubly	  anchored	   in	  the	   apparent,	   it	   can	   be	   read	   in	   it	   twice	   over,	   in	   two	   sizes,	   in	   a	   spiral	  movement	  (Metz,	  1982:	  33).	  This	   long	  sentence,	  at	  times	  difficult	  to	  follow,	  does	  though	  state	  that	  there	  is	  a	  “psychoanalytic	  approach”	  to	  film.	  To	  investigate	  what	  this	  approach	  consists	  of,	  Bellour’s	  essay	  needs	  to	  be	  taken	  into	  account,	  which,	  in	  light	  of	  what	  is	  to	  follow,	  is	  somewhat	  ironically	  called	  “Symbolic	  Blockage.”	  To	  do	  so,	  I	  will	  be	  looking	  at	  the	  individual	  parts	  of	  his	  essay,	  since	  its	  structure	  reveals	  how	  Bellour	  believes	  psychoanalytic	  ideas	  can	  be	  used	  in	  studying	  film.	  	  Bellour’s	  discussion	  of	  North	  by	  Northwest	  is	  an	  essay	  in	  four	  parts,	  the	  first	  part	  broken	  down	   into	  movements,	   but	  which	   serves	   to	  orientate	   the	   reader	   to	   the	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filmic	   content.	   It	   is,	   in	   other	  words,	   a	   plot	   synopsis.	   The	   second	   part	   seeks	   to	  examine	  the	  various	  Oedipal	  elements	  Bellour	  believes	  are	  contained	  within	  the	  film,	   and	   thus	   the	   first	   Freudian	   concept	   is	   introduced.	   Bellour	   also	  wishes	   to	  ensure	   that	   this	   viewpoint	   is	   perceived	   from	   the	   perspective	   of	   the	   film	   as	   a	  dreamwork:	  	  It	  will	  be	  understood	  that	  our	  analysis,	  while	  respecting	  the	  narrative	  and	  in	   order	   to	   respect	   it,	   cannot	   at	   this	   point	   help	   tending	   towards	   more	  synchrony.	  At	   this	   level,	   the	  text	  of	   the	   film	  becomes	  equivalent	  to	  that	  of	  the	  dream	  or	  the	  myth	  (Bellour,	  2000:	  86).	  Bellour’s	   use	   of	   the	  words	   “dream”	   and	   “myth”,	   through	   association,	   naturally	  infer	  Freud.	  Yet	  his	  insistence	  on	  the	  Oedipal	  thesis	  creates	  a	  narrow	  framework	  in	  which	  other	  symbolic	  possibilities	  can	  be	  overlooked.	  An	  example	  can	  be	  seen	  of	  this	  in	  his	  discussion	  of	  villains	  in	  the	  film.	  He	  quotes	  Hitchcock’s	  decision	  to,	  rather	  than	  have	  Vandamm	  (James	  Mason)	  as	  the	  single	  figure	  of	  malevolence	  in	  the	   film,	  divide	  him	   into	   three	  characters:	  Vandamm,	  Leonard	  (Martin	  Landau)	  and	  Valerian	  (Adam	  Williams).	  Bellour	  comments	  on	  this	  division	  as	  follows:	  This	   tripartition	   of	   the	   villain	   entails	   a	   differentiation	   of	   the	   symbolic	  structure	   and,	   through	   an	   effect	   of	   regulated	   contagion,	   permits	   its	  extension	  to	  the	  narrative	  as	  a	  whole.	  Indeed,	  it	  subdivides	  the	  dual	  image	  of	   Vandamm,	   murderous	   father	   and	   son,	   disjoining	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   an	  indissociability	   guaranteed	   by	   Thornhill’s	   fantasy	  Vandamm	  as	   father,	   on	  the	  one	  hand,	  and	  on	  the	  other,	  Leonard	  and	  Valerian	  as	  sons	  (ibid:	  90).	  While	   such	   a	   view	   can	   be	   said	   to	   be	   feasible,	   such	   a	   stringent	   approach	   of	  insisting	   on	   the	   visibility	   of	   the	   Oedipal	   myth,	   in	   almost	   all	   aspects	   of	   the	  narrative,	   disallows	   other	   possible	   interpretations.	   In	   the	   case	   of	   the	   three	  villains,	   it	   could	   be	   said	   that	   they	   each	   represent	   one	   part	   of	   the	   triad	   Ego,	  Superego	  and	   Id.	  Vandamm	  would	   therefore	  be	   the	  Ego,	   the	  smooth	  projection	  that	  the	  Subject	  believes	   is	  presented	  to	  the	  world,	   the	  secretarial	  Leonard,	   the	  Superego,	   with	   his	   reminders	   of	   duties	   to	   be	   performed	   and	   Valerian,	   the	   Id,	  capable	   of	   committing	   acts,	  murder	   in	  his	   case,	   that	   are	  normally	   only	  desired	  and	  never	  acted	  upon.	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It	   is	   also	   in	   this	   second	   section	   that	  Bellour	   introduces	  his	   other	   key	   Freudian	  concept	   and	   that	   is	   the	   castration	   complex.	   He	   comments	   on	   the	   scene	   in	   the	  washroom	  where	  Roger	  Thornhill	  (Cary	  Grant)	  is	  shaving	  as	  follows:	  The	  tininess	  of	  the	  razor	  and	  the	  brush,	  mark,	  first,	  the	  threat	  of	  a	  reduction	  of	   the	  penis.	  Moreover,	   this	   image	   is	  divided	  according	  to	   the	  objects:	   the	  brush,	   whose	   bristles	   and	   handle	   evoke	   the	   penis	   fairly	   closely,	   and	   the	  razor,	  the	  instrument	  of	  a	  reduction	  that	  is	  materially	  similar	  to	  castration,	  and	  symbolises	  it	  (ibid:	  94).	  While	  this	  thesis	  is	  dependent	  on	  hermeneutic	  viewpoints,	  there	  can	  be	  a	  danger	  of	  over-­‐determining	  the	  symbolic	  meaning	  of	  a	  particular	  object.	  Equally,	  using	  so	  few	  Freudian	  concepts	  limits	  rather	  than	  liberates	  interpretation.	  	  	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  a	  possible	  interpretation	  of	  the	  razor	  and	  brush	  is	  far	  more	  mundane	  and	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  mere	  sight	  gag.	  If	  seen	  in	  its	  original	  Vistavision	  format	  on	  the	  large	  screen,	  I	  would	  imagine	  that	  this	  tiny	  razor	  would	  actually	  be	  projected	  and	  perceived	  as	  being	  normal-­‐sized.	  If	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  then	  Hitchcock	  is	   offering	   a	   form	   of	   trompe	   l’oeil,	   but	   in	   this	   case,	   one	   that	   is	   not	   exploring	  perception	  of	  depth	  but	  of	  size.	  	  Bellour’s	   third	   section,	   entitled	   “Segment	   14,”	   is	   perhaps	   the	  most	   challenging	  part	  of	  his	  essay,	  not	  because	  of	  an	  opaque	  writing	  style,	  but	  because	  it	  is	  a	  shot	  by	  shot	  and,	  almost,	  frame	  by	  frame	  analysis	  of	  the	  nine	  minute	  nineteen	  second	  crop	   duster	   sequence.	   The	   style	   of	   this	   analysis,	   which	   occupies	   37	   pages,	  excluding	  stills	  from	  the	  film,	  of	  the	  edition	  I	  am	  referencing,	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  following:	  These	   symmetries	   climax	   in	   a	   final	   effect	   that	   both	   accentuates	   their	  closure	  and	  helps	  to	  open	  the	  narrative:	  the	  car	  that	  appears	  in	  2	  in	  shot	  17	  is	   the	   inverse	  of	   the	  bus	   that	   appears	   in	  2	   in	   shot	  3.	  But	   this	   arrival	   also	  repeats	  the	  initial	  arrival,	  thus	  forming	  –	  given	  the	  difference	  which	  shot	  1,	  denied	   to	   Thornhill’s	   vision,	   imposes	   on	   the	   succeeding	   shots	   in	   this	  respect	  –	  the	  second	  link	  of	  a	  chain,	  a	  paradigm	  (let	  us	  call	  it	  the	  paradigm	  of	   means	   of	   locomotion)	   that	   will	   determine	   the	   architecture	   of	   the	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segment	  and	  that	   is	   immediately	  confirmed	  across	  series	  20b-­‐29	  with	  the	  arrival	  of	  the	  second	  car.	  (ibid:	  108).	  This	  approach,	   it	  would	  seem	  to	  me,	   raises	  a	  number	  of	   issues	   that	  need	   to	  be	  addressed.	   The	   first,	   obvious,	   point	   is	   that	   it	   has	   nothing	   to	   do	   with	  psychoanalysis.	  If	  anything,	  it	  is	  as	  if	  a	  dream	  has	  been	  written	  down	  and,	  rather	  than	   consider	   just	   the	   dreamer’s	   point	   of	   view,	   an	   attempt	   has	   been	  made	   to	  examine	   the	  point	   of	   view	  and	  distance	  between	  each	  of	   the	  objects	   or	  people	  contained	  within	  the	  dream.	  	  	  There	  is	  no	  attempt	  made	  to	  look	  at	  what	  the	  symbolic	  ramifications	  might	  be	  of	  any	  of	  the	  individual	  elements,	  as	  there	  is	  in	  Freudian	  dream	  analysis.	  It	  is	  as	  if	  Bellour	   has	   created	   his	   version	   of	   the	   shooting	   script	   and	   attempted	   to	   define	  patterns	  through	  the	  use	  of	  numbers	  and	  letters,	  rather	  than	  concentrate	  on	  the	  image	  itself	  and	  what	  it	  might	  reveal	  either	  symbolically	  or	  thematically.	  This	  is	  perhaps	   an	   attempt	   to	   create	   a	   formula,	   or	  methodology,	   to	   be	   used	   in	   Screen	  theory	  as	  an	  equivalent	  to	  Lacan’s	  use	  of	  formulae	  in	  relation	  to	  psychoanalysis.	  In	   other	   words,	   perhaps	   it	   is	   an	   attempt	   to	   make	   a	   science	   out	   of	   what	   is	  essentially	  an	  interpretive	  process.	  	  Equally,	   such	   an	   approach,	   I	   would	   contend,	   has	   very	   little	   to	   do	   with	   the	  emotional	   context	   in	   which	   a	   film	   is	   watched	   or	   experienced.	   By	   ignoring	   the	  emotional	  and	  unconscious	  level,	  Bellour	  has	  reduced	  the	  sequence	  to	  a	  type	  of	  instruction	  manual.	  It	  would	  be	  possible	  for	  a	  person	  who	  has	  not	  seen	  North	  by	  
Northwest	   to	   film	  a	   reasonably	   accurate	  depiction	  of	   the	   sequence	  and	  even,	   if	  they	   were	   so	   predisposed,	   recreate	   the	   scene	   themselves.	   What	   is	   somewhat	  paradoxical	  is	  that	  Bellour	  seems	  aware	  of	  the	  pitfalls	  involved	  in	  this	  approach.	  In	  his	  1979	  essay,	  “A	  Bit	  of	  History”,	  he	  notes:	  From	   1961	   on	   this	   discontinued	   tradition24	   will	   be	   systematically	  developed	  in	  France	  in	  L’avant-­scène	  cinema,	  at	  the	  price	  of	  an	  interesting	  imprecision:	  the	  “text”	  of	  the	  film,	  scrupulously	  drawn	  from	  watching	  it	  on	  a	   viewing	   table,	   is	   in	   most	   cases	   re-­‐transcribed	   in	   a	   semi-­‐literary	   way,	  without	  strict	  demarcations	  of	  shots,	  which	  ends	  up	  miring	  the	  film	  in	  a	  too	  
                                                           24	  Writing	  detailed	  shot	  descriptions	  of	  certain	  films.	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“technical”	  description	  and	  restoring	  it	  to	  an	  ambiguous	  form	  of	   legibility.	  The	   implication	   is,	  and	   this	   is	  quite	   true,	   that	  a	  pure	  shooting	  script	   is	   in	  a	  
certain	  way	  unreadable,	  and	  that	  a	  book	  can	  never	  take	  the	  place	  of	  a	  film	  (ibid:	  6)(My	  italics).	  Indeed,	   the	   time	   expended	   in	   reading	   Bellour’s	   dense	   description	   of	   the	   crop	  duster	   scene,	   far	   exceeds	   the	   amount	   of	   time	   the	   spectator	   spends	  watching	   it	  many	   times	   over.	   Bellour	   is	   right	   to	   imply	   that	  writing	   about	   a	   film	   can	   never	  replace	  the	  experience	  of	  watching	  the	  film,	  but	  in	  attempting	  to	  write	  about	  film,	  any	   author	   should	   seek	   to	   engage	   the	   reader	   in	   an	   understanding	   of	   a	   shared	  filmic	   experience	   through	   insights	   and	   inferences	   rather	   than	   a	   structural	  skyscraper	  of	  text	  that	  dwarfs	  the	  individual	  reader	  in	  the	  heightened	  artifice	  of	  its	  own	  construction.	  	  	  Bellour,	   however,	   laments	   in	   “Symbolic	   Blockage”	   that	   the	   opposite	   state	   of	  affairs	  might	  be	  the	  case:	  Textual	   analysis	   (of	   film)	   is	   irreducible	   in	   that	   it	   cannot	   be	   summarised	  without	  yielding	  only	  the	  bare	  bones	  of	  a	  structure	  that,	  although	  not	  null,	  can	   never	   be	   the	   multiple	   whole	   which	   is	   constructed	   in	   it,	   around	   it,	  through	  it,	  beyond	  it	  (ibid:	  137).	  This	  does	  beg	  the	  question,	  if	  only	  the	  bare	  bones	  of	  the	  film’s	  structure	  can	  be	  revealed,	   why	   indulge	   in	   exposing	   them	   in	   the	   first	   place,	   particularly	   if	   the	  skeleton	  revealed	  has	  had	  all	  the	  flesh	  stripped	  from	  it?	  	  It	  would	  seem	  that	  Bellour’s	  description	  of	  the	  crop	  duster	  sequence	  leads	  to	  two	  conclusions,	  the	  first	  is	  logical	  and	  the	  second	  somewhat	  surprising.	  The	  first	  is	  that	  the	  sequence,	  and	  as	  he	  argues	  elsewhere	  in	  the	  essay,	  the	  film	  as	  a	  whole	  is	  dependent	   on	  doubling.	   That	   is	   to	   say:	   two	  men,	   two	   arrivals,	   two	   approaches	  from	  this	  direction	  and	  two	  from	  that,	  etc.	  The	  surprising	  conclusion	  is	  reached	  by	  the	  element	  that	  is	  unique	  to	  the	  scene,	  which	  is	  the	  crop	  dusting	  plane	  itself.	  	  	  This	   conclusion	   is	   only	   stated	   in	   the	   final	   part	   of	   his	   essay,	   entitled	   “Multiple	  Paradigm”	  and	  is	  that:	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The	   fact	   that	   the	   airplane	   thus	   emerges	   as	   the	   only	   irreducible	   element	  within	   a	   paradigm	   in	   which	   all	   the	   other	   elements	   refer	   to	   each	   other	  according	   to	   a	   strictly	   hierarchical	   network	   of	   correspondences…	   …	   The	  plane	  is	  a	  symbol	  of	  castration	  (ibid:	  179).	  It	   has	   taken	   the	   previous	   37	   pages	   of	   painstaking	   breakdown	   of	   the	   scene	   to	  reach	  this	  conclusion.	  Could	  this	  point	  not	  have	  been	  reached	  in	  a	  more	  succinct	  manner?	  Equally,	  once	  again,	  Bellour	   is	  attempting	  to	  reduce	  the	  filmic	  content	  to	  a	  limited	  number	  of	  Freudian	  ideas.	  	  It	  should	  be	  remembered	  that	   the	  plane	   itself	  does	  not	  castrate.	   If	  anything,	   its	  explosion	  into	  the	  fuel	  tank	  eliminates	  it	  as	  both	  a	  symbol	  of	  failed	  castration	  and	  the	  phallus	   and	   the	  heat	  of	   such	  potential	   psychic	   trauma	   is	  diffused	  by	  Roger	  Thornhill	  coolly	  driving	  away	  from	  the	  scene	  in	  a	  pick-­‐up	  with	  a	  fridge	  on	  the	  flat	  bed	  of	  the	  truck!	  	  Similar	  to	  Mulvey	  and	  Metz,	  Bellour	  uses	  the	  Lacanian	  concepts	  of	  the	  Imaginary	  and	  Symbolic	   in	  his	  discussion.	  Unlike	  Metz,	  and,	   to	  a	   lesser	  extent,	  Mulvey,	  he	  does	  relate	  these	  concepts	  specifically	  to	  elements	  within	  the	  film.	  Or	  rather,	   in	  relation	   to	   the	   Symbolic,	   he	   refers	   to	   a	   particular	   element:	   the	   non-­‐existent	  George	  Kaplan.	  He	  states	  that:	  The	  name	  Kaplan	  means	  even	  more.	  In	  that	  narcissistic	  structuration	  which	  in	   Lacanian	   terms	   corresponds	   to	   the	   register	   of	   the	   imaginary,	   Kaplan’s	  name	   intervenes	  as	   the	  differentiating	   term	  that	  structures	   the	   imaginary	  according	  to	  the	  symbolic	  (ibid:	  105).	  There	  are	  certainly	  elements	  of	  the	  Imaginary	  and	  the	  Symbolic	  in	  the	  concept	  of	  Kaplan.	  For	  Vandamm,	  at	  least,	  he	  is	  imagined	  as	  a	  whole	  being,	  operating	  within	  the	  United	  States	  as	  well	  as	  being	  a	  Symbolic	  representative	  of	  the	  organisation	  in	   the	   same	  alphabet	   soup,	   to	  paraphrase	   the	  professor.	   	  Bellour	   concludes	  his	  description	  of	  Kaplan	  and	  his	  relation	  to	  the	  Symbolic	  in	  the	  following	  terms:	  The	   name	   Kaplan	   is	   symbolic	   through	   and	   through.	   In	   it,	   the	   signifying	  effect	  of	  the	  phallus	  is	  determined	  as	  law	  through	  the	  proper	  name.	  Kaplan	  is	  nothing	  but	  the	  Name-­‐of-­‐the-­‐Father	  (ibid:	  105).	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It	  should	  be	  realised	  that	  Bellour	  here	  is	  referring	  not	  to	  an	  real	  phallus,	  but	  an	  object,	  or	  concept,	  in	  this	  case,	  which	  seems	  to	  have	  the	  power	  of	  the	  phallus	  in	  a	  societal	   context.25	   I	  would	   contend	   though	   that	   there	   is	   a	   tendency	   to	   overuse	  terms,	  such	  as	  the	  phallus	  or	  castration,	  the	  gaze	  and	  even	  the	  Oedipal	  complex	  in	  Screen	  theory,	  which	  results	  in	  limiting	  the	  possibilities	  of	  exploring	  Freudian	  and	  Lacanian	  concepts.	  	  	  As	  far	  as	  Kaplan	  is	  concerned,	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  he	  (it?)	  is,	  in	  effect,	  far	  more	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  Real,	   than	  the	  Symbolic	  or	  Imaginary,	  precisely	  because	  a	  name	   and	   identity	   have	   been	   created	   for	   him.	   This	   puts	   him	   on	   a	   par	   with	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  devastating	  depiction	  of	  the	  Real,	  Mrs.	  Bates.	  	  The	  link	  between	  these	  two	  apparently	  disparate	  characters	  is	  revealed,	  if	  we	  consider	  what	  Lionel	  Bailly	  in	  Lacan	  (2009)	  has	  to	  say	  about	  the	  Real:	  For	  Lacan,	  the	  Real	  is	  what	  is	  expelled	  when	  a	  signifier	  becomes	  attached	  to	  some	   morsel	   of	   reality.	   It	   is	   the	   bit	   the	   signifier	   fails	   to	   capture…	   …For	  something	   to	  exist,	   its	   inverse	  must	  exist	  as	  well,	   and	   for	  existence	   to	  be,	  there	  must	  also	  be	  a	  state	  of	  non-­‐being	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  98).	  The	   first-­‐time	   viewer	   of	   either	   film	  would	   expect	   Kaplan	   and	  Mrs.	   Bates	   to	   be	  introduced	   as	   “living”	   characters	   at	   some	   point	   in	   their	   respective	   films.	   This	  expectation	  arises	  because	  of	   the	  way	   characters	  within	   the	   films	  discuss	  both	  characters	  as	   if	   they	  were	   living,	  breathing	  elements	  of	   their	  diegetic	  world.	  Be	  that	  as	  it	  may,	  Hitchcock	  confounds	  these	  expectations	  when	  he	  reveals	  that	  both	  are	  characters	  of	  non-­‐being	  and	  thus	  an	  element	  of	  the	  Real,	  Kaplan,	  by	  virtue	  of	  never	  having	  existed	  and	  Mrs.	  Bates	  by	  virtue	  of	  being	  dead.	  	  Indeed,	   there	   is	   a	   tendency	   in	   Screen	   theory	   to	   favour	   the	   Imaginary	   and	   the	  Symbolic	   and	   overlook	   the	   Real,	   as	   well	   as	   to	   favour	   the	   Freudian	   concepts	  referred	   to	   in	   the	   penultimate	   paragraph.	   Todd	   McGowan	   comments	   on	   the	  effects	   of	   Screen	   theory’s	   virtual	   hegemony	   on	   how	   psychoanalysis	   should	   be	  used	  in	  film	  studies	  as	  follows:	  
                                                           25	  Kaplan	  exerts	  a	  power	  in	  Vandamm’s	  world	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  his	  repeated	  attempts	  to	  kill	  the	  person	  he	  believes	  is	  Kaplan:	  Thornhill.	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Throughout	   the	   1970s	   and	   the	   early	   1980s,	   Screen	   theory	   enjoyed	   an	  unchallenged	   reign	   as	   the	   embodiment	   of	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  63).	  He	  then	  goes	  on	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  negative	  reception	  amongst	  Screen	  theorists	  to	  Joan	  Copjec’s	  1989	  essay,	  “The	  Orthopsychic	  Subject”.	  It	  is	  with	  a	  discussion	  of	  this	  essay	  that	  this	  chapter	  proceeds.	  	  
3.5	  Joan	  Copjec	  and	  “The	  Orthopsychic	  Subject”	  It	  is	  both	  a	  fortunate	  coincidence	  and	  symptomatic	  of	  a	  malaise	  in	  Screen	  theory,	  in	  view	  of	  the	  critics/theorists	  being	  discussed,	  that	  Joan	  Copjec	  gave	  her	  paper	  in	  the	  presence	  of	  both	  Raymond	  Ballour	  and	  Christian	  Metz	  at	  the	  “Théorie	  du	  Cinèma	  et	  Crise	  dans	  la	  Théorie”	  conference	  held	  in	  Paris	  in	  1988.26	  Close	  to	  the	  beginning	  of	  her	  paper	  she	  makes	  her	  intentions	  very	  clear	  when	  she	  states:	  Let	  me	  first,	  in	  kind	  of	  an	  establishing	  shot,	  summarise	  what	  I	  take	  to	  be	  the	  central	  misconception	  of	   film	  theory:	  believing	   it	   to	  be	   following	  Lacan,	   it	  conceives	   the	   screen	   as	   mirror,	   in	   doing	   so,	   however,	   it	   operates	   in	  ignorance	  of,	  and	  at	  the	  expense	  of,	  Lacan’s	  more	  radical	  insight,	  whereby	  the	  mirror	  is	  conceived	  as	  screen	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  437).	  She	   then	   divides	   her	   essay	   into	   three	   parts,	   the	   first	   entitled	   “The	   Screen	   as	  Mirror”	  in	  which	  she	  delineates	  her	  understanding	  of	  Screen	  theory	  at	  the	  time	  she	  was	  writing,	  the	  second	  entitled	  “Orthopsychism”27	  in	  which	  she	  comments	  on	   the	   importance,	   as	   she	   sees	   it	   in	   relation	   to	   her	   argument,	   of	   the	   fourth	  chapter	  of	  Gaston	  Bachelard’s	  La	  Rationalisme	  appliqué	  entitled	  “La	  Surveillence	  intellectuelle	   de	   soi.”	   The	   third	   section	   entitled	   “The	   Mirror	   as	   Screen”	   is	   the	  section	   in	  which,	  as	  the	  sub-­‐heading	  suggests,	  she	  argues	   for	  the	   inverse	  of	   the	  accepted	  understanding.	  It	  is	  these	  last	  two	  sections	  which	  are	  most	  relevant	  to	  forwarding	  psychoanalytic	  film	  studies.	  	  
                                                           26	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  65).	  27	  In	  her	  footnote	  relating	  to	  this	  title,	  she	  defines	  Orthopsychism	  as	  being	  “The	  system	  of	  checks	  and	  balances	  according	  to	  which	  these	  two	  imperatives	  operate	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  454).	  The	  two	  imperatives	  she	  refers	  to	  are,	  “”applied	  rationalism”:	  a	  scientific	  concept	  must	  integrate	  within	  itself	  the	  conditions	  of	  its	  realization”	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  454),	  and	  “technical	  materialism”:	  the	  instruments	  and	  protocols	  of	  scientific	  experiments	  must	  be	  theoretically	  formulated”	  (Stam	  et	  
al,	  2000:	  454)	  both	  formulated	  by	  Gaston	  Bachelard.	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They	   are	   relevant,	   for,	   in	   them,	   she	   suggests	   that	   an	   understanding	   of	  psychoanalytic	  film	  studies	  should	  always	  be	  questioned	  and	  never	  be	  accepted	  as	   a	   given	   and	   that	   Screen	   theory	   is	   holding	   the	   inverse	   opinion	   to	   Lacan,	   by	  suggesting	  that	  the	  Subject	  is	  stable,	  whereas	  for	  Lacan	  the	  Subject	  is	  continually	  being	  fractured.	  To	  establish	  her	  thesis,	  she	  firstly	  refers	  to	  Bachelard’s	  chapter	  mentioned	  above,	  particularly	  the	  concept	  of	  surveillance:	  This	  scenario	  of	  surveillance	  	  -­‐	  of	  the	  “joy	  of	  surveillance”	  –	  is	  consciously	  delineated	  in	  relation	  to	  Freud’s	  notion	  of	  moral	  conscience.	  But	  Bachelard	  opposes	  his	  notion	  to	  the	  “pessimism”	  of	  that	  of	  Freud,	  who,	  of	  course,	  sees	  moral	   conscience	   as	   cruel	   and	   punishing.	   In	   Bachelard,	   surveillance	   is	  seeming	  to	  offer	  the	  subject	  a	  pardon,	  is	  construed	  as	  primarily	  a	  positive	  or	  benign	  force.	  Bachelard,	  then,	  too,	  like	  Foucault	  and	  film	  theory,	  recalls	  and	  yet	  disavows	  the	  psychoanalytic	  model	  of	  moral	  conscience	  –	  however	  differently	  (ibid:	  446).	  This,	   to	   my	   understanding,	   opens	   up	   the	   possibility	   to	   questioning,	   of	   which	  surveillance	   in	   this	   context	   is	   a	   synonym,	   what	   have	   been	   perceived	   as	   fixed	  opinions.	  Thus,	  psychoanalytic	   film	  studies	  should	  continually	   seek	   to	  question	  its	   own	   parameters	   and	   premises,	   otherwise	   it	   is	   in	   danger	   of	   becoming	  entrenched	   in	   set	   ideas	   which	   exclude	   more	   than	   they	   include,	   which	   she	  suggests	  is	  the	  case	  with	  Screen	  theory.	  	  She	  argues	  that	  such	  fixed	  opinions	  are	  duplicitous:	  What	  we	  have	  forcibly	  been	  led	  to	  consider	  is	  the	  question	  of	  deception,	  of	  the	   suspicion	   of	   deception	   that	   must	   necessarily	   be	   raised	   if	   we	   are	   to	  understand	   the	   cinematic	   apparatus	   as	   a	   signifying	   apparatus	   (ibid:	   447)	  (italics	  in	  the	  original).	  Thus,	  she	  is	  establishing	  herself	  as	  proposing	  the	  idea	  that,	  as	  she	  sees	  it,	  Screen	  theory	  must	  question	  itself	  more	  and,	  if	  it	  does,	  radical	  insights	  may	  be	  revealed:	  Once	   the	   permanent	   possibility	   of	   deception	   is	   admitted	   (rather	   than	  disregarded,	  as	  it	  is	  by	  the	  theory	  of	  the	  panoptic	  apparatus),	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  gaze	  undergoes	  a	  radical	  change	  (ibid:	  447).	  What	  she	  is	  in	  fact	  suggesting	  is	  that,	  just	  as	  Lacan	  wanted	  to	  return	  to	  Freud,	  i.e.	  to	  the	  source	  material,	  so	  film	  theorists	  should	  return	  to	  Lacanian	  thought,	  in	  its	  purest	  form:	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For,	   where	   in	   the	   panoptic	   apparatus	   the	   gaze	   marks	   the	   subject’s	  	  visibility,	   in	   Lacan’s	   theory	   it	   marks	   the	   subject’s	   culpability.	   The	   gaze	  stands	   watch	   over	   the	   inculpation	   –	   the	   faulting	   and	   splitting	   –	   of	   the	  subject	  by	  the	  apparatus	  (ibid:	  447).	  She	   is,	   of	   course,	   suggesting	   that	   the	   received	   opinion	   in	   which	   the	   Subject28	  makes	   a	   clear	   and	   entire	   identification,	   via	   the	   Imaginary,	   with	   the	   Ideal	   Ego	  projected	   on	   the	   screen	   is	   erroneous.	   What	   Screen	   theory	   should	   be	   doing,	  according	   to	  Copjec,	   is	   rather	   than	  emphasising	   the	   Imaginary	  and	  Symbolic,	   it	  should	  instead	  be	  exploring	  the	  Real:	  Since	   something	   always	   appears	   to	   be	   missing	   from	   any	   representation,	  narcissism	  cannot	  consist	  in	  finding	  satisfaction	  in	  one’s	  own	  visual	  image.	  It	   must,	   rather,	   consist	   in	   the	   belief	   that	   one’s	   own	   being	   exceeds	   the	  imperfections	  of	  its	  image	  (ibid:	  451)(Italics	  in	  the	  original).	  The	   elements	   that	   are	  missing	   and	   exceed	   the	   imperfections	   are	   precisely	   the	  elements	  of	   the	  Real:	   those	  notions	  which	  are	   impossible	   to	  pin	  down	   through	  the	   prison	   of	   language.	   This	   idea	   is	   radically	   different	   from	   Screen	   theory’s	  reliance	  on	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  with,	  in	  particular,	  Metz’s	  reliance	  on	  language,	  to	  explain	   the	   bond	   between	   the	   Subject	   and	   the	   projected	   image	   as	   well	   as	   the	  completeness	   of	   the	   Subject.	   This	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   being	   almost	   exactly	   the	  opposite	  of	  Metz’s	  view	  discussed	  above.	  	  Contemporary	  reaction	  to	  this	  point	  of	  view	  was	  unfavourable,	   to	  say	  the	  least,	  perhaps	  because,	  in	  her	  conclusion,	  the	  first	  sentence	  reads:	  In	   sum,	   the	   conflictual	   nature	   of	   Lacan’s	   culpable	   subject	   sets	   it	   worlds	  apart	  from	  the	  stable	  subject	  of	  film	  theory	  (ibid:	  451).	  In	  other	  words,	  Copjec	  is	  stating,	  in	  no	  uncertain	  terms,	  that	  she	  believes	  Screen	  theorists	   have	   got	   it	   wrong.	   Bellour,	   reacting	   to	   her	   paper,	   perhaps	   with	   an	  element	   of	   misplaced	   male	   hubris,	   stated	   he	   would	   write	   a	   paper	   refuting	   it.	  Rather	   than	   write	   a	   rebuttal	   in	   essay	   form,	   he	   turned	   to	   correspondence.	  McGowan	  comments	  on	  the	  situation	  as	  follows:	  Instead	  of	  writing	  an	  essay,	  he	  wrote	  a	  letter	  to	  the	  journal	  explaining	  why	  he	   couldn’t	   write	   a	   response….	   …Bellour’s	   outrage	   is	   not	   misplaced:	   it	  
                                                           28	  The	  concepts	  referred	  to	  in	  this	  paragraph	  are	  discussed	  in	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  Six.	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stems	  directly	  from	  Copjec’s	  claim	  that	  Bellour	  and	  other	  Screen	  theorists	  based	  their	   theorising	  on	  an	   incorrect	  understanding	  of	  Lacan’s	   thought…	  …The	  existence	  of	  the	  letter	  in	  place	  of	  the	  essay	  is	  an	  absence	  indicative	  of	  a	  trauma	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  65/6).	  While	  McGowan	  does	  not	  state	  which	  journal	  the	  letter	  was	  written	  to,	   the	  fact	  that	  a	   letter	  was	  written	  instead	  of	  an	  essay	  does	  suggest	  a	  degree	  of	  academic	  irritation,	   where	   an	   older	   male	   academic	   has	   had	   his	   feathers	   ruffled	   by	   a	  younger	  female.	  This	  situation	  is	  not	  unique	  in	  relation	  to	  Copjec,	  as	  will	  be	  seen	  below.	  
	  
3.6	   David	   Bordwell,	   Noël	   Carroll	   and	   Post	   Theory:	   Reconstructing	   Film	  
Studies	  The	   essays	   written	   by	   David	   Bordwell	   and	   Noël	   Carroll,	   “Contemporary	   Film	  Studies	   and	   the	   Vicissitudes	   of	   Grand	   Theory”	   (1996)	   and	   “Project	   for	   Film	  Theory”	  (1996)	  need	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  tandem,	  as	  they	  offer	  not	  just	  a	  critique	  of	  Screen	  theory	  but	  also	  attempt	  to	  delineate	  a	  blueprint	  as	  to	  what,	  they	  think,	  film	  studies	  should	  consist	  of.	   Indeed,	   this	  manifesto-­‐like	  approach	   is	   indicated	  by	  the	  title	  of	  the	  book	  they	  co-­‐edited	  and	  which	  contains	  the	  essays	  they	  wrote	  as	  the	  first	  two	  contributions:	  Post-­Theory	  Reconstructing	  Film	  Studies.	  	  Published	  in	  1996,	  the	  title	  appears	  to	  be	  offering	  several	  assumptions.	  The	  first	  is	  that,	  with	  the	  use	  of	  the	  prefix	  “post”,	  we	  are	  now	  living	  in	  a	  time	  when	  Screen	  theory	  as	  a	  means	  of	  examining	  film	  is	  no	  longer	  the	  predominant,	  nor	  the	  most	  viable,	  method.	  Secondly,	  the	  vacuum	  created	  by	  this	  loss	  of	  hegemony	  of	  Screen	  theory	  needs	  to	  be	  filled.	  It	   is	  as	  if	  one	  dogmatic	  regime	  has	  been	  removed	  and	  needs	   to	   be	   replaced	   by	   another	   more	   tolerant	   one.	   That	   these	   are	   the	  parameters	  within	  which	   the	  book	   is	  working	  can	  be	  seen	   if	  we	  consider	  what	  Carroll	  says	  about	  speaking	  out	  against	  Screen	  theory:	  Scepticism	  about	  the	  theoretical	  usefulness	  of	  concepts	  like	  the	  male	  gaze,	  or,	   to	  be	  more	   timely,	  about	   the	  glance,	   invites	  accusations	  of	  reactionary	  backlash.	   It	   is	  as	   if	  Lacanian	  psychoanalysis	  and	  civil	   rights	  advocacy	   (for	  persons	   of	   colour,	   for	   women,	   for	   gays)	   were	   so	   indissolubly	   linked	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logically	   that	  one	  could	  not	  affirm	  one	  without	   the	  other	   (Bordwell,	  et	  al,	  1996:	  45).	  Having	   said	   that,	   was	   the	   situation	   really	   as	   bleak	   and	   limited	   as	   Carroll	  implies?29	  	  	  In	  fact,	  Bordwell	  and	  Carroll	  overtly	  state	  their	  purpose	  in	  the	  very	  first	  lines	  of	  the,	  presumably,	  co-­‐written	  introduction:	  Our	  title	  risks	  misleading	  you.	  Is	  this	  book	  about	  the	  end	  of	  a	  film	  theory?	  No.	  It’s	  about	  the	  end	  of	  Theory,	  and	  what	  can	  and	  should	  come	  after	  (ibid:	  xiii).	  Why	  then	  this	  desire	  to	  talk	  about	  “the	  end	  of	  Theory”?	  Perhaps,	  it	  has	  to	  do	  with	  the	  decade	  of	  the	  1990s.	  Stuart	  Sim,	  writing	  in	  “Derrida	  and	  the	  End	  of	  History”	  (1999),	  comments:	  According	   to	   Fukayama	   (sic),	  writing	   in	   the	   late	   1980s,	  we	   have	   reached	  the	  end	  point	  of	  mankind’s	   ideological	  evolution.	  This	  dramatic	  version	  of	  the	  end	  of	  history	  had	  a	  definite	  vogue	   in	   the	   immediate	  period	  after	   the	  collapse	  of	  communism,	  capturing,	  as	  it	  seemed	  so	  neatly	  to	  do,	  the	  spirit	  of	  the	   times,	  when	  political	   change	  was	   occurring	   in	   Eastern	  Europe	  with	   a	  hitherto	  inconceivable	  rapidity	  to	  a	  generation	  brought	  up	  under	  the	  sterile	  cultural	  certainties	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  (Sim,	  1999:	  16/17).	  In	   light	  of	   this,	  Bordwell	  and	  Carroll	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  equating	  the	  fall	  of	  so-­‐called	  left	  wing	  political	  ideologies	  with	  the	  passing	  of	  importance	  of	  left-­‐leaning	  Screen	  theory.	  This	  correlation	  is	  supported	  in	  that	  they	  also	  use	  the	  word	  “end”	  just	  as	  Fukuyama	  did	  more	  famously.	  Consequently,	  their	  thinking	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  part	  of	  the	  then	  current	  wave	  of	  seeing	  themselves	  as	  witnessing	  the	  end	  of	  a	  dominant	  Theory	  or	  ideology	  with	  a	  need	  to	  replace	  it	  with	  something	  more	  tolerant	  and	  all-­‐encompassing.	  	  
                                                           
29 My own beginnings in studying film were as an undergraduate of Film Studies between 1984 and 
1986. Psychoanalytic film theory was a part of the course of studies, but was never presented as the 
overriding and, therefore, “correct” means of discussing film. In fact, I studied, amongst other film 
movements, Soviet Socialist Realism, German Expressionism, Italian Neo-Realism, not just as film 
movements that expressed social conditions or ideologies but also by comparing and contrasting the 
different types of aesthetics and technologies they displayed and utilised. In other words, I was 
fortunate enough to experience precisely the type of education that other essays in the book refer to.  	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Of	   the	   two,	   Bordwell	   could	   be	   said	   to	   be	   the	  more	   reasonable	   in	   his	   vision	   of	  what	  film	  studies	  should	  consist	  of.	  He	  believes	  that:	  Middle-­‐level	   research	   programs	   have	   shown	   that	   an	   argument	   can	   be	   at	  once	   conceptually	   powerful	   and	   based	   on	   evidence	   without	   appeal	   to	  theoretical	  bricolage	  or	  association	  of	  ideas	  (Bordwell	  et	  al,	  1996:	  29).	  This	   middle-­‐level	   research,	   for	   Bordwell,	   consists	   of	   examining	   the	   history	   of	  cinema,	  business	  models	  used	  within	  the	  industry	  and	  methods	  of	  exhibition.	  In	  other	  words,	  precisely	  the	  type	  of	  education	  I	  was	  receiving	  in	  film	  studies	  more	  than	  ten	  years	  before	  he	  was	  writing.	  	  One	   of	   his	   dislikes	   of	   Screen	   theory	   is	  what	   he	   calls	   “remarkably	   unrestrained	  association”	   (ibid:	   23).	   By	   this	   he	   means	   that,	   paradoxically	   perhaps,	   Screen	  theorists	  make	  associations	  without	  theoretical	  rhyme	  or	  reason.	  Nonetheless,	  in	  view	  of	  what	  has	  been	  discussed	  in	  relation	  to	  Joan	  Copjec,	  it	  is	  somewhat	  ironic,	  and	  perhaps	  revealing,	  that	  the	  one	  Screen	  theorist	  Bordwell	  chooses	  to	  criticize	  in	  his	  essay,	  is	  Joan	  Copjec.	  He	  introduces	  his	  attempt	  to	  exemplify	  his	  criticism	  of	  association	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  Since	  analysing	  the	  flow	  of	  an	  argument	  takes	  a	  little	  time,	  I	  summon	  only	  one	  illustrative	  example.	  Joan	  Copjec	  begins	  an	  essay	  on	  Double	  Indemnity	  by	   asserting	   that	   there	   is	   “something	  unsatisfactory”	   about	   the	   insurance	  investigator	   Keye’s	   invocation	   of	   actuarial	   statistics	   in	   explaining	  why	   he	  doubts	  that	  the	  death	  of	  Diedrichson	  was	  a	  suicide	  (ibid:	  23).	  The	   tenet	   of	   his	   argument	   is	   not	   of	   interest	   here.	   What	   is	   of	   interest	   is	   his	  “illustrative	   example.”	   Why	   should	   he	   pick	   (on)	   Copjec?	   Admittedly,	   unlike	  Bellour,	   he	   is	   responding	   to	   her	   in	   an	   academic	   setting,	   but	   he	   has	   selected	   to	  criticise	  a	  voice	  which	  is	  actively	  criticising	  received	  Screen	  theory.	  	  	  Carroll,	   in	   turn,	  seems	  to	  offer	  a	  more	  generalised	  approach	  to	   film	  studies.	  He	  states,	  rightly	  in	  my	  opinion,	  that:	  Film	  theory	  must	  pertain	  to	  what	  is	  distinctly	  cinematic,	  otherwise	  it	  shall	  not	   count	   as	   film	   theory	   but	   as	   something	   else,	   like	   narrative	   theory	  (ibid:39).	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As	   far	  as	   this	   thesis	   is	  concerned,	   this	  point	  of	  view	   is	  relevant	  as	   it	   refers	   to	  a	  conscious	   attempt	   to	   focus	   on	   purely	   cinematic	   elements,	   whether	   they	   are	  camera	   angles,	   soundtrack,	   script	   or	   the	   positioning	   of	   objects	   in	   the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène.	  	  Carroll	  further	  believes	  that:	  Film	   theorising	   should	  be	   interdisciplinary.	   It	   should	  be	  pursued	  without	  the	   expectation	   of	   discovering	   a	   unified	   theory,	   cinematic	   or	   otherwise.	  That	   is,	   it	   should	   be	   catholic	   about	   the	   methodological	   frameworks	   it	  explores	  (ibid:40).	  This	   statement	   is	   equally	   reasonable.	   Theory	   in	   general,	   as	   I	   understand	   the	  concept,	  offers	  and	  explains	  a	  matrix	  to	  reflect	  on	  a	  given	  situation,	  be	  it	  a	  film	  or	  otherwise.	   What	   anybody	   writing	   about	   an	   individual	   or	   group	   of	   films	   is	  offering	   is	   an	   interpretation.	   The	   conceptual	   frameworks	   which	   support	   this	  interpretation	   are,	   thankfully,	   various.	   Carroll	   comments	   on	   this	   approach	   as	  follows:	  Many	  film	  scholars	  imagine	  that	  they	  are	  producing	  film	  theory	  when	  they	  are	  actually	  merely	  contriving	   interpretations	  of	   individual	   films,	  albeit	   in	  arcane	  “theoretically”	  derived	  argot	  (ibid:42).	  What	   is	  attempted	   in	   this	   thesis	   is	  not	  an	  attempt	   to	  produce	  a	  psychoanalytic	  film	   theory,	   but	   to	   use	   traditional	   and	   received	   psychoanalytic	   theory	   to	   offer	  interpretations	  of	  elements	  of	  the	  Hitchcock	  filmic	  universe.	  Equally,	  it	  is	  not	  an	  attempt	  to	  psychoanalyse	  Alfred	  Hitchcock,	  as	  I	  am	  not	  a	  psychoanalyst.	  On	  this	  matter,	  Carroll	  claims	  that	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theorists	  are	  not	  qualified	  as	  psychiatrists	  and,	  therefore,	  should	  not	  write	  about	  film,	  because	  “…when	  we	  turn	  to	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theorists,	  we	  note	  immediately	  that	  most,	  if	  not	  all,	  of	  the	  leading	  theorists	  have	  no	  therapeutic	  practice”	  (ibid:66).	  It	  would	  equally	   be	   true	   to	   say	   that	   the	  majority	   of	   film	   academics	   in	   general	   have	   no	  cinematic	  practice	  i.e.	  they	  have	  not	  been	  directors,	  screenwriters	  or	  actors	  and	  are	  also,	  by	  extending	  Carroll’s	   logic,	  not	  qualified	  to	  write	  about	   film.	  And	  yet,	  there	  is	  an	  exception	  who	  does	  qualify	  to	  write	  about	  film,	  according	  to	  Carroll’s	  criteria,	   by	   virtue	   of	   being	   a	   practicing	   psychoanalyst	   and	   that	   is	   Slavoj	   Žižek,	  whose	  viewpoints	  will	  be	  discussed	  next.	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3.7	  Slavoj	  Žižek	  Writing	  in	  his	  introduction	  to	  How	  to	  Read	  Lacan	  (2006)	  Slavoj	  Žižek	  comments	  on	   how	   psychoanalysis	   is	   perceived	   by	  many	   as	   being	   an	   outdated	  method	   of	  investigation.	  He	   questions,	   though,	  whether	   its	   death	   knell	   has	   been	   rung	   too	  soon:	  Nevertheless,	   in	   the	   case	   of	   psychoanalysis	   the	  memorial	   service	  may	   be	  premature,	   celebrated	   for	   a	   patient	   who	   still	   has	   a	   long	   life	   ahead.	   In	  contrast	  to	  the	  “evident”	  truths	  embraced	  by	  the	  critics	  of	  Freud,	  my	  aim	  is	  to	   demonstrate	   that	   it	   is	   only	   today	   that	   the	   time	   of	   psychoanalysis	   has	  come	  (Žižek,	  2006:	  2).	  This	  is	  a	  bold	  claim	  to	  make.	  	  And	  yet	  such	  is	  Žižek’s	  stature	  in	  modern	  thinking	  that	  it	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  rash	  claim.	  But	  how	  is	  this	  Lazarus-­‐like	  resurrection	  to	  be	  achieved?	  According	  to	  Žižek:	  Seen	   through	   the	  eyes	  of	  Lacan,	   through	  what	  Lacan	  called	  his	   “return	   to	  Freud”,	  Freud’s	  key	   insights	   finally	  emerge	   in	   their	   true	  dimension.	  Lacan	  did	  not	  understand	   this	   return	  as	  a	   return	   to	  what	  Freud	  said,	  but	   to	   the	  core	  of	  the	  Freudian	  revolution	  of	  which	  Freud	  himself	  was	  not	  fully	  aware	  (ibid:	  2).	  These	  two	  sentences	  clearly	  define	  Žižek’s	  position.	  He	  is	  far	  more	  likely	  to	  refer	  to	  Lacan	  than	  Freud	  to	  illustrate	  a	  point.	  He	  brings	  into	  his	  discussion	  Lacanian	  notions	  such	  as	  the	  blot,	  l’objet	  a	  and	  petit	  a,	  far	  more	  frequently	  than	  he	  would	  refer	   to	  Freudian	  notions	  of,	   for	   example,	   the	  pleasure	  principle	   and	   the	  death	  drive.	   If	  he	  does	   refer	   to	   such	   ideas,	   then	   it	   is	   likely	   to	   illustrate	   something,	   as	  Žižek	  says,	  of	  which	  “Freud	  himself	  was	  not	  fully	  aware.”	  	  Additionally,	   in	   accordance	   with	   Lacanian	   thinking	   and	   in	   contrast	   to	   the	  received	   perception	   in	   Screen	   theory,	   he	   refers	   to	   a	   genderless	   passive	   gaze	  appearing	   from	   the	   screen,	   and	   the	   Real	   as	   being	   essential	   elements	   of	   the	  cinematic	  experience.	  Since	  reference	  to	  these	  concepts	  and	  Žižek’s	  thoughts	  on	  them	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  are	  made	  throughout	  this	  thesis,	  I	   will	   only	   comment	   on	   one	   such	   instance	   at	   this	   juncture.	   In	   his	   foreword	   to	  
Everything	   You	   Always	   Wanted	   to	   Know	   about	   Lacan	   but	   Were	   Afraid	   to	   Ask	  
Hitchcock,	  he	  comments	  on	  Madeleine	  and	  Judy	  in	  Vertigo	  in	  the	  following	  terms:	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What	  Scottie	   first	  experiences	   in	  Vertigo	   is	   the	   loss	  of	  Madeleine,	  his	   fatal	  love;	   when	   he	   recreates	   Madeleine	   in	   Judy	   and	   then	   discovers	   that	   the	  Madeleine	  he	  knew	  actually	  was	  Judy	  pretending	  to	  be	  Madeleine,	  what	  he	  discovers	  is	  not	  simply	  that	  Judy	  was	  faking	  (he	  knew	  that	  she	  was	  not	  the	  true	  Madeleine,	  since	  he	  had	  recreated	  a	  copy	  of	  Madeleine	  out	  of	  her)	  but	  that,	  because	  she	  was	  not	  faking	  –	  she	  is	  Madeleine,	  Madeleine	  herself	  was	  a	  
fake	  –	  the	  objet	  a	  disintegrates,	  the	  very	  loss	  is	  lost	  (Žižek,	  2000:	  xii)(Italics	  in	  original).	  The	   first	   point	   to	   make	   is	   that	   Žižek	   is	   using	   Lacanian	   ideas	   to	   comment	   on	  elements	  of	   the	   film	   itself	  and	  not	   the	   film	  as	  a	   social	   construct	  or	  a	  document	  reflecting	   and	   depicting	   ideology.	   Secondly,	   and	   unlike	   some	   of	   the	   writers	  referred	   to	   above,	   he	   makes	   his	   point	   clearly	   and	   (relatively)	   concisely.	  Admittedly,	   one	   needs	   to	   understand	   the	   concept	   of	   the	   objet	   a,	   but,	   in	   this	  scenario,	   I	   would	   contend	   that	   Scottie’s	   loss	   of	   an	   object	   of	   desire	   that	   never	  existed	  leaves	  Madeleine	  even	  closer	  to	  being	  a	  construct	  of	  the	  Real,	  similar	  to	  Kaplan	   and	   Mrs.	   Bates	   discussed	   above:	   a	   presence	   that	   can	   never	   be	   truly	  apprehended	  by	  language	  since	  she	  doesn’t	  exist.	  	  Despite	  the	  example	  just	  referred	  to,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  such	  a	  clearly	  defined	  methodology	  may	   have	   little	   to	   do	  with	   film	   studies,	   since	   Žižek	   views	   film	   as	  only	   one	   element	   of	   modern	   culture	   and	   its	   interactions	   and	   does	   not	   focus	  exclusively	  on	  film.	  Critics	  might	  argue	  that	  he	   is	  a	  cultural	  magpie,	  picking	  the	  brightest	   jewels	   from	   various	   cultural	  windows	   to	   feather	   his	   own	   intellectual	  nest.	  McGowan	  notes	  on	  this:	  Despite	  Žižek’s	  constant	  references	  to	  film,	  many	  film	  theorists	  view	  him	  as	  a	   philosopher	   lacking	   any	   genuine	   concern	   for	   film	   as	   such	   (McGowan,	  2015:	  69).	  In	   fact,	   despite	   his	   many	   references	   to	   films	   to	   exemplify	   whatever	   point	   he	  wants	  to	  make,	  Žižek	  has	  only	  written	  one	  book	  solely	  dedicated	  to	  cinema	  and	  that	   is	  The	   Fright	   of	   Real	   Tears:	   Krzysztof	   Kieslowski	   between	   Theory	   and	   Post-­
Theory.	  Originally	  published	  in	  2001,	  the	  last	  six	  words	  of	  the	  title	  are	  suggestive,	  to	   my	   way	   of	   thinking,	   not	   of	   a	   chronological	   positioning	   of	   Kieslowski	   on	   a	  timeline	   between	   the	   Theory	   and	   Post-­‐Theory,	   since	   the	   films	   Žižek	   discusses	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were	  made	   prior	   to	   the	   publication	   of	   Bordwell	   et	   al’s	   book	   discussed	   above.	  Rather,	   I	   would	   suggest	   they	   are	   a	   signpost	   to	   position	   Žižek’s	   discussion	   as	  theoretically	  involving	  elements	  of	  Theory	  and	  Post-­‐theory.	  	  It	  is	  somewhat	  fortunate	  for	  this	  thesis	  that	  Žižek	  does	  make	  so	  many	  references	  to	  Hitchcock	  films.	  Even	  in	  this	  book,	  prior	  to	  discussing	  Kieslowski’s	  films,	  Žižek	  makes	   repeated	   references	   to	   Hitchcock	   to	   illustrate	   whatever	   point	   he	   is	  making.	   For	   example,	   he	   begins	   a	   discussion	   on	   the	   adage	   “the	   exception	   that	  proves	   the	   rule,”	   by	   asking	   the	   question,	   “why	   does	   the	   domain	   of	   rules	   need	  
exceptions,	   i.e.	   why	   is	   the	   exception	   structurally	   necessary?”	   (Žižek,	   2001:	  27)(Italics	  in	  original).	  While	  Žižek	  is	  plainly	  placing	  the	  exception	  in	  the	  domain	  of	  the	  Symbolic,	  what	  is	  of	  interest	  is	  the	  exception	  he	  chooses	  to	  use	  to	  answer	  the	  question:	  It	  is	  my	  conjecture	  that	  the	  key	  to	  Hitchcock’s	  entire	  opus	  is	  the	  film	  which	  is	   integral	   and	   at	   the	   same	   time	   an	   exception,	   i.e.	   whose	   benevolent	  natural-­‐cycle	  life-­‐rhythm	  underpinning	  obviously	  violates	  the	  basic	  out-­‐of-­‐joint	  “derailed”	  tenor	  of	  his	  universe,	  The	  Trouble	  with	  Harry	  (1954)	  (Žižek,	  2001:	  27).	  While	   the	   film	   is	   certainly	   an	   atypical	  Hitchcock	   film,	   in	   that	   the	   plot	  with	   the	  eponymously	  named	  corpse	  being	  persistently	  buried,	  dug	  up	  and	  then	  reburied,	  what	   makes	   the	   film	   so	   unusual,	   is	   that	   unlike	   the	   central	   questions	   of	   Rear	  
Window,	  or	  Psycho,	  (Where	  is	  Mrs.	  Thorwald/Mrs.	  Bates?),	  the	  corpse	  is	  accepted	  despite	   being	   an	   element	   of	   the	   Real.	   It	   is	   this	   that	   makes	   the	   film	   atypical,	  Hitchcock	  normally	  alludes	  to	  the	  Real	  and	  encourages	  the	  Real	  to	  seep	  through	  his	   films.	   In	   this	   film,	   the	   Real	   is	   accepted	   as	   just	   another	   element	   and	   is	   not	  disturbing	  in	  the	  slightest.	  	  One	  could	  also	  argue	  that	  Hitchcock	  needs	  exceptions	  to	  prove	  his	  rules	  and,	  in	  this	  respect,	  there	  are	  at	  least	  two	  other	  films	  which	  serve	  this	  purpose:	  Waltzes	  
from	  Vienna	  and	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith.	  The	  former	  counts	  as	  an	  exception	  because	  of	   the	  way	   it	   is	   filmed.	  Hitchcock	  obviously	  positions	  his	  camera	  with	  care	  and	  precision	  in	  his	   films.	  And	  yet,	   in	  this	   film,	  the	  camera	  seems	  to	  be	  deliberately	  avoiding	  the	  female	  protagonist,	  frequently	  framing	  her	  either	  at	  the	  edge	  of	  the	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screen	  or	  not	  including	  her	  in	  the	  frame	  at	  all	  when	  you	  would	  expect	  her	  to	  be	  centre	  stage.	  Thus,	  this	  exception,	  which	  despite	  Hitchcock’s	  expressed	  dislike	  of	  the	  film,	  proves	  the	  rule	  that	  Hitchcock	  places	  his	  camera	  with	  care.	  	  Equally,	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  with	  elements	  of	  the	  screwball	  comedy	  as	  its	  central	  feature,	  places	  an	  overtly	  hysterical	  couple	  at	  the	  centre	  of	   its	  narrative.	  In	  this	  case,	  the	  open	  hysteria	  acts	  as	  a	  counterpoint	  to	  the	  more	  covert,	  psychological	  hysteria	  Hitchcock	  is	  better	  known	  for	  in	  his	  protagonists.	  	  To	   conclude,	   Žižek	   is	   an	   important	   figure	   in	   modern	   cultural	   studies	   and	   his	  contributions	   to	   film	   studies	   should	   not	   be	   underestimated.	   	   Or,	   as	   McGowan	  expresses	   it,	   “However	   brief	   or	   exemplary	   his	   filmic	   analyses	   have	   been,	   they	  have	   played	   a	   central	   part	   in	   the	   rebirth	   of	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory”	  (McGowan,	   2015:	   70).	   Equally	   relevant	   is	   not	   only	  has	  he	  moved	  beyond	   rigid	  Screen	  theory,	  he	  has	  done	  so	  with	  an	  evident	  psychoanalytic	  agenda	  that	  places	  emphasis	   on	   the	   image	   and	   not	   the	   word.	   This	   point	   is	   of	   importance,	   if	   we	  consider	  what	  Paula	  Quigley	  says	  in	  her	  essay,	  “Undoing	  the	  Image:	  Film	  Theory	  and	  the	  Image”	  (2011):	  Film	   theory’s	   suspicion	   of	   the	   visual	   has	   been	   matched	   only	   by	   its	  investment	   in	   the	   literary,	   or	  more	  precisely,	   in	   the	   graphic	   traces	   of	   the	  literary:	  “writing”	  (Quigley,	  2011:15).	  In	   other	   words,	   Žižek’s	   focus	   is	   the	   content	   of	   the	   projected	   image	   and	   not	   a	  discussion	  of	  how	  to	  write	  about	  film.	  That	  he	  does	  this	  by	  frequently	  discussing	  the	  works	  of	  Hitchcock	  is,	  from	  my	  own	  perspective,	  an	  added	  bonus.	  Žižek	  has	  therefore	   been	   an	   inspiration	   for	   this	   thesis	   as	   well	   as	   providing	   invaluable	  insights.	  	  
3.8	   Todd	  McGowan	   and	   Psychoanalytic	   Film	   Theory	   and	   The	   Rules	   of	   the	  
Game	  Todd	   McGowan’s	   Psychoanalytic	   Film	   Theory	   and	   the	   Rules	   of	   the	   Game,	   was	  published	   last	   year	   and	   is,	   from	   my	   point	   of	   view,	   a	   welcome	   addition	   to	  psychoanalytic	   film	   theory,	   It	   is	   a	   book	   divided	   into	   four	   parts	   entitled,	  “Introduction”,	  “Psychoanalytic	  Film	  Theory”	  and	  “Psychoanalysis	  and	  The	  Rules	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of	   the	   Game.”	   and	   “Conclusion:	   Psychoanalytic	   Film	   Theory	   Today.”	   Discussion	  here	  will	  focus	  on	  the	  latter	  three.	  	  	  The	  first	  chapter	  attempts	  to	  do	  three	  principle	  things:	  outline	  what	  the	  author	  considers	  to	  be	  certain	  key	  Freudian	  and	  Lacanian	  concepts;	  give	  an	  overview	  of	  Screen	  theory	  and	  explain	  advances	  in	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  since	  the	  time	  of	  Screen	  theory’s	  hegemony	  in	  the	  1970s	  and	  1980s.	  These	  aims	  are	  achieved	  in	  a	  style	  which	  is	  both	  accessible	  and	  informative.	  Nonetheless,	  the	  chapter	  aims	  to	  demonstrate	   McGowan’s	   understanding	   of	   concepts	   such	   as	   the	   unconscious,	  desire,	  the	  Imaginary,	  Symbolic	  and	  Real	  as	  well	  as	  outlining	  what	  he	  considers	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  to	  be.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  is	  as	  follows:	  Screen	  theory	  prioritises	  the	  process	  of	  imaginary	  identification	  that	  takes	  place	  when	  a	  spectator	  watches	  a	  film	  whereas	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  focuses	   on	   the	  way	   that	   film	   relates	   to	   the	   spectator’s	   desire	   (McGowan,	  2015:	  70).	  As	  has	  been	  established,	  this	  thesis	  is	  not	  interested	  in	  using	  Screen	  theory	  as	  a	  method	   of	   exploring	   the	   symbolic	   content	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   films.	   Similarly,	   the	  focus	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   not	   on	   the	   aspect	   of	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   that	  interests	  McGowan	  the	  most:	  unconscious	  desire.	  What	  this	   thesis	   is	   interested	  in,	   as	   is	   McGowan,	   is	   moving	   away	   from	   Screen	   theory	   as	   a	   method	   for	  interpreting	  film	  and	  using	  both	  Freudian	  and	  Lacanian	  psychoanalytic	  theory	  in	  broader	  terms	  to	  explore	  symbolic	  interpretations.	  	  McGowan	   is,	   however,	   keen	   to	   emphasise	   the	   role,	   as	   he	   perceives	   it,	   that	  unconscious	  desire	  plays	   in	   spectator	   film	   reception,	   also	  believing	   that	   film	   is	  the	  site	  where	  the	  spectator’s	  desire	  is	  revealed:	  Films	   translate	   unconscious	   desire	   into	   a	   series	   of	   images	   that	   we	   can	  analyse.	  Subjects	  could	  not	  say	  what	  the	   film	  is	  able	  to	  reveal	  about	  them	  when	   it	   arouses	   their	  unconscious	  desire,	  precisely	  because	   this	  desire	   is	  unconscious	  (ibid:	  21).	  While	   such	   a	   belief	   may	   be	   relevant	   to	   McGowan’s	   understanding	   of	   film,	   a	  discussion	   of	   how	   a	   spectator	   interacts	   with	   the	   events	   on	   the	   screen	   is	   not	  central	  to	  this	  thesis.	  Indeed	  much	  of	  McGowan’s	  work,	  while	  obviously	  removed	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from	   Screen	   theory	   dogma,	   explores	   not	   just	   mechanisms	   within	   film,	   but,	   as	  Screen	  theory	  does,	  how	  these	  mechanisms	  are	  presented	  in	  society.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  here:	  Subjects	  take	  up	  a	  symbolic	  identity	  within	  their	  social	  order.	  Their	  names	  are	   the	   most	   obvious	   manifestations	   of	   this	   symbolic	   identity,	   though	   it	  extends	   to	   all	   aspects	   of	   their	   social	   position	   –	   their	   gender,	   ethnicity,	  region	  of	  origin,	  profession,	  religion,	  class	  status	  and	  so	  on	  (ibid:132).	  Even	   though	   this	   is	  undoubtedly	   true,	   it	   is	   a	   general	   statement	  of	   truth,	   rather	  than	  one	  which	  is	  linked	  to	  a	  specific	  discussion	  of	  a	  certain	  film.	  This	  thesis	  also	  addresses	   the	   importance	   of	   names,	   but	   attempts	   to	   do	   so	  within	   the	   specific	  context	  of	  certain	  Hitchcock	  films.	  Examples	  of	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Chapters	  6.3,	  6.4	  and	  12.3.	  	  What	  is	  unusual	  in	  McGowan’s	  choice	  of	  film	  to	  which	  to	  apply	  his	  interpretation	  of	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   is	   that	   he	  has	   chosen	   to	   look	   at	   Jean	  Renoir’s	  La	  
Regle	  du	  Jeu	  (1939).	  This	  film,	  as	  the	  title	  suggests,	   is	  one	  which	  involves	  social	  structures	   and	   people’s	   awareness	   of	   their	   positions	   within	   the	   structure	   and	  how	  to	  work	  with	  the	  written	  and	  unwritten	  rules	  of	  the	  game.30	  	  And	   yet,	   the	   film	   remains	   an	   unusual	   choice,	   since	   it	   is	   an	   examination	   of	  opposing	  ideologies,	  not	  just	  within	  the	  film,	  but	  by	  implication,	  in	  1930s	  French	  society	   as	   well.	   This	  means	   that	   the	   discussion	   focuses	  more	   on	   the	   Symbolic	  realm	  than	  any	  other	  element.	  This	  counteracts	  what	  McGowan	  believes	   film	  is	  capable	  of:	  Film’s	  commitment	  to	  visualising	  the	  real	  happening	  is	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  medium’s	  appeal.	  One	  cannot	  imagine	  a	  cinema	  that	  didn’t	  touch	  on	  the	  real	  (ibid:	  39).	  There	  is,	  though,	  I	  would	  contend,	  one	  scene	  that	  does	  address	  the	  Real	  and	  it	  is	  one	  which	  McGowan	  discusses	  by	  using	  Hitchcock’s	  use	  of	  suspense	  as	  a	  point	  of	  reference	  and	  that	  is	  the	  hunt	  scene.	  McGowan	  notes:	  
                                                           30	  What	  is	  equally	  rather	  odd	  is	  that	  the	  accepted	  translation	  of	  the	  title	  of	  the	  film	  is	  misleading.	  While	  the	  English	  title	  suggests	  there	  are	  many	  rules	  to	  be	  abided	  by,	  the	  French	  original	  suggests	  there	  is	  only	  one	  rule	  to	  be	  followed.	  This,	  in	  turn,	  could	  be	  said	  to	  suggest	  that	  this	  single	  rule	  acts	  as	  a	  master	  signifier,	  (discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5.8),	  in	  the	  Lacanian	  sense,	  controlling	  the	  desire	  of	  all	  the	  participants	  in	  the	  game.	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Suspense,	   according	   to	   Hitchcock,	   involves	   the	   filmmaker	   giving	   the	  spectator	   knowledge	   about	   what	   will	   happen	   and	   then	   forcing	   the	  spectator	  to	  wait	  for	  the	  event	  that	  he	  or	  she	  knows	  will	  come	  (ibid:	  129).	  McGowan	  is	  establishing	  the	  parameters	  he	  believes	  that	  the	  hunt	  scene	  should	  be	  viewed	  within;	  as	  a	  scene	  that	  involves	  suspense	  rather	  than	  surprise.	  Renoir	  is,	   before	   a	   shot	   is	   fired,	   building	   up	   the	   suspense	   towards	   the	   animals	   being	  shot.	  McGowan	  comments	  on	  the	  hunt	  as	  follows:	  By	  transforming	  the	  surprise	  that	  takes	  place	  in	  an	  actual	  hunt	  into	  a	  scene	  stripped	  of	  any	  surprise,	  Renoir	  emphasises	  the	  absence	  of	  any	  sport	  in	  the	  hunt	  (ibid:	  129).	  Personally,	   I	   believe	   the	   scene	   is	   a	   confrontation	   with	   the	   Real,	   rather	   than	   a	  study	  in	  the	  use	  of	  techniques	  of	  suspense	  to	  build	  meaning.	  While	  McGowan	  is	  correct	  to	  point	  out	  that	  there	  is	  no	  sport	  in	  hunting,	  what	  makes	  the	  scene	  truly	  horrific	   and	   thus	   more	   closely	   related	   to	   the	   Real,	   is	   the	   fact	   that,	   as	   we	   are	  watching,	  we	  are	  aware	  that	  animals	  are	  being	  killed	  as	  the	  film	  was	  being	  shot.	  While	   I	  do	  not	  want	   to	   sound	   like	  an	  apologist	   for	  animal	   rights,	   it	   is	  not	   their	  death	  per	  se	  that	  is	  shocking,	  but	  that	  the	  moment	  of	  death	  itself	  is	  being	  shown	  and	   not	   some	   fictionalised	   version	   where	   the	   actor	   picks	   themselves	   off	   the	  ground,	  when	  the	  director	  says	  “cut.”	  This	  moment	  of	  death	  surely	  has	  to	  be	  one	  of	   the	  most	   potent	   expressions	   of	   the	  Real	   ever	   seen	   in	  mainstream	   cinema:	   a	  wordless	  state	  that	  cannot	  be	  described,	  only	  experienced.	  To	  conclude	  this	  discussion	  of	  McGowan’s	  book,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  consider	  how	  he	  ends	  it:	  For	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory,	  the	  real	  question	  is	  the	  attitude	  that	  a	  film	  takes	   up	   to	   the	   spectator’s	   involvement.	   This	   standard	   enables	   us	   to	   see	  why	  The	  Rules	  of	   the	  Game	   is	  one	  of	   the	  most	   important	  achievements	   in	  the	   history	   of	   cinema.	   When	   we	   confront	   our	   desire	   on	   the	   screen,	   the	  revolutionary	  potential	  for	  the	  subject	  reaches	  its	  apex	  (ibid:	  169).	  These	  words	  define	  McGowan’s	  interest	  in	  the	  spectator’s	  desire	  as	  it	  is	  depicted	  on	   the	  screen.	  Be	   that	  as	   it	  may,	   these	  sentences	  also	   indicate,	   that	   like	  Screen	  theorists,	   McGowan	   is	   far	   more	   concerned	   with	   how	   the	   spectator	   perceives,	  rather	   than	   what	   is	   shown	   on	   screen	   and	   any	   possible	   psychoanalytic	  interpretation	   of	   these	   events.	   While	   this	   thesis	   does,	   at	   times,	   consider	   the	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spectator	  and	  their	  perceptions,	  my	  interpretation	  of	  the	  spectator’s	  intervention	  is	  used	  to	  highlight	  events	  on	  the	  screen	  and	  not	  the	  other	  way	  round.	  	  
3.9	  Closing	  Comments	  It	   has	   hopefully	   been	   demonstrated	   that	   psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   has	  made	  considerable	   advances	   since	   what	   some	   regard	   as	   the	   dark	   days	   of	   dogma	  embodied	   by	   Screen	   theory.	   	  However,	  with	   all	   the	   varied	   discussions	   of	  what	  psychoanalytic	   film	   theory	   really	   is,	   I	   am	  reminded	  of	  Freud	  and	  comments	  he	  made	  in	  “From	  the	  History	  of	  an	  Infantile	  Neurosis	  (The	  “Wolfman”)	  (1918)”:	  Theoretical	  contradictions	  are	  for	  the	  most	  part	  fruitless,	  however.	  As	  soon	  as	  we	  begin	  to	  move	  away	  from	  the	  material	  that	  should	  be	  our	  source,	  we	  run	   the	   risk	   of	   becoming	   intoxicated	   by	   our	   own	   assertions,	   and	   end	   up	  putting	   forward	   views	   that	   a	   moment’s	   observation	   would	   have	  contradicted	  (Freud,	  2002:	  247).	  It	  is	  with	  this	  in	  mind	  that	  much	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  written,	  with	  “the	  material	  that	  should	  be	  our	   source”	  being	   the	   films	   themselves.	  Thus,	   central	   considerations	  include,	   among	   others,	   how	   script	   and	   image	   frequently	   comment	   on	   and	  enhance	   each	   other	   and	   how	   sounds	   in	   the	   sound	   track	   do	   the	   same	   within	  individual	   films.	   Or	   how	   symbolic	   patterns	   can	   be	   seen	   across	   groups	   of	   films	  that,	   while	   serving	   different	   metaphoric	   purposes	   in	   a	   single	   film,	   reveal	   a	  textured	  approach	  to	  symbolism	  in	  the	  films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock.	  	  This	   chapter	   has	   attempted	   to	   delineate	   the	   concerns	   of	   Screen	   theory	   and	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory	  in	  general.	  It	  has	  also	  explored	  some	  of	  the	  criticisms	  of	  Screen	  theory,	  in	  particular,	  while	  offering	  perspectives	  from	  the	  21st	  century	  as	  to	  how	  psychoanalytic	  theory,	  rather	  than	  psychoanalytic	  film	  theory,	  can	  be	  used	  to	  explore	  underlying	  patterns	  in	  a	  given	  film.	  However,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  turn	  to	   the	   two	   men	   whose	   ideas	   originated	   such	   debate	   and	   whose	   ideas	   are	  essential	   to	   this	   thesis.	  The	   following	   two	  chapters	  discuss,	   respectively,	  Freud	  and	   Lacan,	   their	   ideas	   and	   styles,	   as	   well	   as	   their	   master	   conceptions	   and	  potential	  areas	  for	  both	  using	  and	  criticising	  them.	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4.	  THE	  WORK	  OF	  SIGMUND	  FREUD	  
4.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  This	  chapter	  aims	   to	  examine	  some	  of	  Freud’s	  key	   ideas	  and	  discuss	  how	  such	  ideas	  can	  be	  used	  to	  explore	  how	  Freudian	  notions	  are	  expressed	  symbolically	  in	  Alfred	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  	  The	  chapter	  begins	  with	  a	  discussion	  of	  one	  of	  the	  core	  works	   of	   Freud,	  The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams,31	   (1899)	   a	  work	  which	   laid	   the	  foundations	  for	  all	  his	  future	  writings	  and	  was	  the	  key	  work	  in	  the	  gestation	  of	  this	  thesis.	  This	  first	  section	  is	  principally	  concerned	  with	  the	  style	  Freud	  used,	  the	  book’s	  level	  of	  scientific	  veracity	  and	  his	  personal	  musings	  in	  the	  work.	  The	  chapter	  references	  other	  relevant	  works	  in	  Freud’s	  oeuvre	  to	  illustrate	  aspects	  of	  Freud’s	  thinking	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams.	  	  The	   chapter	   continues	   with	   a	   discussion	   as	   to	   how	   far	   Freud’s	   work	   can	   be	  considered	  truly	  scientific.	  This	  is	  in	  the	  context	  of	  his	  artistic	  use	  of	  metaphors	  and	   similes	   as	   well	   as	   his	   use	   of	   the	   epic	   quest	   as	   a	   narrative	   device	   in	   The	  
Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	   before	  discussing	  key	  Freudian	   concepts.	  The	   chapter	  includes	   discussions	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   Freudian	   concepts	  that	  precede	  each	  of	  these	  interventions.	  	  
4.2	  Freud	  and	  Style	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  The	   publication	   of	   Sigmund	   Freud’s	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   in	   1900	  undoubtedly	   had	   a	   profound	   effect	   on	   Western	   thinking	   in	   the	   20th	   century.	  Whether	   it	   “has	   had	   an	   incalculable	   influence	   on	   modern	   consciousness,	  changing	   the	   way	   in	   which	   individuals	   in	   the	   twentieth	   century	   have	   thought	  about	  their	  waking	  as	  well	  as	  their	  sleeping	  lives,”	  as	  Laura	  Marcus	  argues	  or	  is,	  as	  Robert	  J.	  C.	  Young	  believes,	  “the	  most	  famous	  case	  history	  in	  Gothic	  fiction”32	  will	   depend	   on	   our	   individual	   view	   of	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   and	   our	  position	   towards	   the	   paradigm	   expressed	   in	   the	   two	   quotes	   above.	   I	   would	  suggest	   that	   the	  work,	   which	   is,	   in	   essence,	   a	   blueprint	   for	   Freudian	   thinking,	  
                                                           
31 I should mention, however, that as a non-speaker of German, I shall be referring to the English 
translation of the 3rd edition of the English version of the book first published in 1932. This was 
translated by Abraham Arden Brill, a non-native English speaker and psychoanalyst who was a close 
associate of Freud for more than 30 years.  	  32	  Both	  views	  expressed	  in	  Sigmund	  Freud’s	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  New	  Interdisciplinary	  
Essays	  (1999)	  pages.	  1	  and	  206	  respectively.	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uses	   literary	   techniques33	   to	   attempt	   to	   achieve	   its	   scientific	   aims.	   This	   can	  be	  shown	  by	  some	  of	  the	  literary	  strategies	  he	  employed.	  
	  Freud	   begins	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   with	   the	   following	   epigraph	   taken	  from	   Virgil’s	   Aeneid,	   “Flectere	   si	   nequeo	   Superos,	   Acheronta	   movebo.”	   An	  accepted	  translation	  for	  this	   is	  “If	   I	  cannot	  bend	  the	  will	  of	  Heaven,	  I	  will	  move	  hell.”	  He	  then	  states	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  chapter	  two	  that:	  The	   epigraph	   on	   the	   title-­‐page	   of	   this	   volume	   indicates	   the	   tradition	   to	  which	  I	  prefer	  to	  ally	  myself	  in	  my	  conception	  of	  the	  dream.	  I	  am	  proposing	  to	  show	  that	  dreams	  are	  capable	  of	  interpretation;	  and	  any	  contributions	  to	  the	  solution	  of	  the	  problem	  which	  have	  already	  been	  discussed	  will	  emerge	  only	   as	   possible	   by-­‐products	   in	   the	   accomplishment	   of	   my	   special	   task	  (Freud,	  1997:10).	  This	  epigraph,	  which	  is	  repeated	  in	  the	  body	  of	  the	  text	  on	  page	  441,	  offers	  clues	  as	   to	   his	   literary	   interests.	   Freud	   states	   it	   “indicates	   the	   tradition”	   but	  merely	  alludes	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  tradition	  is	  the	  one	  of	  Epic	  verse,	  where	  the	  hero	  is	  given	  tasks	  on	  a	  quest	   to	  achieve	  a	   final	  goal	  or	  outcome.	  The	  repetition	  of	   the	  epigraph	   on	   page	   441,	   I	   contend,	   represents	   what	   Freud	   believes	   he	   has	  achieved.	  The	  repeated	  epigraph	  is	  followed	  by:	  At	  any	  rate,	  the	   interpretation	  of	  dreams	   is	   the	  via	  regia	  to	  a	  knowledge	  of	  
the	   unconscious	   element	   in	   our	   psychic	   life	   (ibid:	   441).	   (Italicised	   in	   the	  original).	  This	  would	  seem	  to	  indicate	  that	  the	  Virgil	  quote	  acts	  as	  a	  form	  of	  Holy	  Grail	  for	  Freud	   and	   his	   italicised	   conclusion	   the	   apparently	   self-­‐evident	   truth	   of	   the	  journey	  he	  has	  taken	  us	  on	  and	  that	  he	  himself	  has	  concluded	  his	  “special	  task”	  and	  cleared	  the	  path	  of	  obstacles,	  so	  the	  “royal	  road”	  is	  now	  clearly	  signposted.	  Furthermore,	  he	  has	  developed	  the	  metaphor	  so	  that	  Heaven	  is	  analogous	  with	  the	   interpretation	   of	   dreams	   and	   Hell	   with	   the	   unconscious	   and	   the	   hitherto	  unknowable	   element	   in	   our	   psychic	   life.	   It	   is	   specifically	   the	   unconscious	   he	  wants	  to	  have	  shown	  to	  be	  as	  real	  as	  the	  world	  around	  us.	  
	  
                                                           33	  Freud	  was	  awarded	  the	  Goethe	  Prize	  for	  Literature	  in	  1930.	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This	   notion,	   that	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   is	   written	   in	   the	   tradition	   of	  classical	  Epic	  verse,	  is	  further	  supported	  by	  the	  style	  which	  Freud	  utilises	  in	  the	  book.	  Freud	  himself	  states:	  	  The	   whole	   thing	   is	   planned	   on	   the	   model	   of	   an	   imaginary	   walk.	   At	   the	  beginning,	   the	   dark	   forest34	   of	   authors	   (who	   do	   not	   see	   the	   trees),	  hopelessly	   lost	   on	  wrong	   tracks.	   Then	   a	   concealed	   path	   through	  which	   I	  lead	  the	  reader	  (Freud,	  letter	  to	  Wilhelm	  Fleiss	  6th	  August	  1899).	  35	  What	   is	   interesting	   here	   is	   the	   analogy	  with	   the	   forest,	  which,	   in	   Freud’s	   own	  symbolic	  lexicon,	  represents	  both	  female	  genitalia	  and	  the	  Id.	  Whether	  Freud	  is	  intentionally	   alluding	   to	   this	   can	   only	   be	   conjecture.	   However,	   his	   use	   of	   the	  word	  “walk”	  does	  not	  suggest	  the	  epic	  quest	  I	  have	  previously	  referred	  to,	  which	  also	  suggests	   that	   the	  analogy	  of	   the	  quest	  was	  one	  Freud	  did	  not	  want	   to	  use,	  because	  it	  was	  too	  unscientific.	  	  Freud	   is	   his	   own	   protagonist,	   who	   gives	   himself	   the	   task	   of	   unlocking	   dream	  content	  to	  reveal	  unconscious	  desires.36	  He	  positions	  himself	  frequently	  as	  if	  he	  was	  on	  a	  journey	  towards	  something:	  When	  after	  passing	  through	  a	  narrow	  defile,	  one	  suddenly	  reaches	  a	  height	  beyond	  which	  the	  ways	  part	  and	  a	  rich	  prospect	  lies	  outspread	  in	  different	  directions,	   it	   is	  well	   to	   stop	   for	   a	  moment	   and	   consider	  whither	   one	  will	  turn	  next	  (Freud,	  1997:	  34).	  The	  language	  here	  is	  that	  of	  the	  epic	  of	  territorial	  discovery.	  One	  can	  imagine	  the	  difficulties	   in	   passing	   through	   the	  narrow	  defile	   and	   the	   sense	   of	  wonderment	  when	  achieving	  the	  great	  height	  and	  the	  “rich	  prospect”	  which	  lies	  below.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   it	   is	   somewhat	   ironic	   that	   Freud	   has	   posited	   himself	   as	   the	  archetypal	  hero	  on	  an	  epic	  quest.	  I	  am	  using	  the	  word	  “archetypal”	  in	  its	  Jungian	  
                                                           34	  Hitchcock	  frequently	  uses	  either	  forests	  or	  spaces	  of	  wilderness	  as	  symbolic	  representations	  of	  the	  Id	  and	  heterosexual	  desire.	  (Cf.	  Rebecca,	  Suspicion,	  Notorious,	  Vertigo).	  35www.pweb.org/document.php?id=zbk.042.0365a&type=hitlist&num=1272&query=zone1%2Cparagraphs%7Czone2%2Cparagraphs%7Cjournal%2Czbk%7Cpagenum%2C43	  .	  Accessed	  21st	  October	  2016.	  36	  Here	  a	  similarity	  with	  Hitchcock	  can	  be	  drawn	  if	  we	  consider	  that	  many	  of	  his	  cameos	  make	  pointed	  comments	  on	  the	  theme	  of	  the	  film.	  See	  Chapter	  1.8.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  well	  documented	  (cf.	  Spoto)	  that	  Cary	  Grant	  and	  James	  Stewart	  represented	  the	  figure	  of	  action	  and	  the	  impotent	  figure	  respectively	  that	  were	  parts	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  personality.	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sense,	   since,	   paradoxically,	   given	   his	   fixation	   on	   symbols	   as	   representations	   of	  sexual	   matters,	   he	   was	   aware	   that	   certain	   symbolic	   elements	   could	   not	   be	  explained	   by	   such	   narrow	   parameters.	   Carl	   Jung	   comments	   in	   Man	   and	   his	  
Symbols	  (1968)	  that:	  We	  have	  to	  take	  into	  consideration	  the	  fact	  (first	  observed	  and	  commented	  on	  by	  Freud)	  that	  elements	  often	  occur	  in	  a	  dream	  that	  are	  not	  individual	  and	  that	  cannot	  be	  derived	  from	  the	  dreamer’s	  personal	  experience.	  These	  elements,	   as	   I	  have	  previously	  mentioned,	   are	  what	  Freud	  called	   “archaic	  remnants”	  (Jung	  et	  al,	  1968:	  57).	  These	  “archaic	  remnants”	  are	   the	   Jungian	  archetypes,	  one	  of	  which	   is	   the	  hero,	  which	  Joseph	  L.	  Henderson	  describes	  as	  follows	  in	  his	  essay	  “Ancient	  Myths	  and	  Modern	  Man”	  (1968):	  But	  another	  important	  characteristic	  of	  the	  hero	  myth	  provides	  a	  clue.	  In	  many	  of	   these	  stories	   the	  early	  weakness	  of	   the	  hero	   is	  balanced	  by	   the	  appearance	  of	  a	  strong	  “tutelary”	  figure	  –	  or	  guardian	  –	  who	  enables	  him	  to	   perform	   the	   superhuman	   tasks	   that	   he	   cannot	   accomplish	   unaided	  (ibid:	  101).	  This	  description	  of	  the	  hero	  archetype	  is	  one	  which	  applies	  to	  Freud	  if	  we	  accept	  that	  his	   interpretation	  of	  dreams	   is	   the	   “superhuman”	   task.	  Freud’s	  biographer	  Ernest	  Jones	  believes	  it	  is	  and	  describes	  Freud	  as	  follows	  in	  his	  biography:	  But	  for	  that	  man	  to	  free	  himself	  by	  following	  a	  path	  hitherto	  untrodden	  by	  any	   human	   being,	   by	   the	   heroic	   task	   of	   exploring	   his	   own	   unconscious	  mind:	  that	  is	  extraordinary	  in	  the	  highest	  degree	  (Jones,	  1993:	  249).	  But	   other	   aspects	   of	   Henderson’s	   description	   also	   ring	   true.	   He	   was	   closely	  linked	  to	  two	  men,	  Joseph	  Breuer37	  and	  Wilhelm	  Fleiss38	  during	  the	  years	  1882-­‐
                                                           37	  Ernest	  Jones	  uses	  Freud’s	  own	  words	  to	  describe	  his	  relationship	  with	  Breuer:	  “He	  became,”	  Freud	  says,	  “my	  friend	  and	  helper	  in	  my	  difficult	  circumstances.	  We	  grew	  accustomed	  to	  share	  our	  scientific	  interests	  with	  each	  other.	  In	  this	  relationship	  the	  gain	  
was	  naturally	  mine.”	  (Jones,	  1993:	  201)	  (My	  italics).	  38	  In	  this	  instance	  Jones	  notes:	  …for	  a	  man	  of	  nearly	  middle	  age,	  happily	  married	  and	  having	  six	  children,	  to	  cherish	  a	  passionate	  friendship	  for	  someone	  intellectually	  his	  inferior,	  and	  for	  him	  to	  subordinate	  several	  years	  his	  judgement	  and	  opinions	  to	  those	  of	  the	  other	  man:	  this…	  …is	  unusual,	  though	  not	  entirely	  unfamiliar	  (Jones,	  1993:	  249)	  My	  italics.	  Jones’s	  use	  of	  the	  expression	  “though	  not	  entirely	  unfamiliar”	  would	  seem	  to	  suggest	  Freud’s	  relationship	  with	  Breuer.	  It	  furthermore	  suggests	  that	  Freud	  had	  a	  need	  of	  a	  mentor	  figure,	  although	  to	  what	  degree	  Fleiss	  meets	  the	  criteria	  necessary	  for	  such	  a	  role	  can	  only	  be	  half	  discerned,	  since	  Freud	  destroyed	  all	  correspondence	  from	  Fleiss.	  This	  was	  the	  result	  of	  the	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94	   and	   1887-­‐1902	   respectively,	   who	   through	   extensive	   correspondence	   did	  much	  to	  guide	  Freud’s	  thinking	  and	  could	  thus	  be	  said	  to	  have	  acted	  as	  “tutelary	  figures”.	  	  However,	  it	  should	  not	  be	  forgotten	  that	  Freud	  psychoanalysed	  himself	  and	  was	  responsible	   for	   interpreting	   his	   own	   dreams,	   particularly	   if	   we	   consider	   what	  Freud	  says	  about	  the	  dream	  process	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams:	  It	  has	  been	  my	  experience	  –	  and	   to	   this	   I	  have	   found	  no	  exception	  –	   that	  every	  dream	  treats	  of	  oneself.	  Dreams	  are	  absolutely	  egoistic	  (Freud,	  1997:	  206).	  Thus,	  analysis	  of	  his	  own	  dreams	  as	  the	  central	  desideratum	  of	  his	  research	  and	  himself	   as	   the	   guide	   to	   the	   interpretation	   of	   these	   dreams	   can	   be	   seen,	   in	   his	  intellectual	   life,	   as	   examples	   of	   narcissistic	   behaviour,	   described	   as	   follows	   by	  Freud	  in	  On	  Narcissism:	  An	  Introduction	  (1925):	  This	   extension	   (narcissism)	   of	   the	   libido	   theory…	   …receives	  reinforcement…	  …from	   our	   observations	   of…	  …	   primitive	   peoples…	  …we	  find	   characteristics	  which,	   if	   they	   occurred	   singly,	  might	   be	   put	   down	   to	  megalomania:	  an	  over-­‐estimation	  of	  the	  power	  of	  their	  wishes	  and	  mental	  acts,	   the	   “omnipotence	   of	   thoughts”,	   a	   belief	   in	   the	   thaumaturgic	   force	   of	  words,	   and	   a	   technique	   for	   dealing	   with	   the	   external	   world	   –	   “magic”	   –	  which	   appears	   to	   be	   a	   logical	   application	   of	   these	   grandiose	   premises	  (Freud,	  2013:	  6).	  Critics	  of	  Freud	  would	  merely	  have	  to	  replace	  the	  word	  “external”	  with	  the	  word	  “internal”	   to	   have	   a	   description	   of	   Freud’s	   writing	   style,	   and	   his	   working	  methods	   and	   materials.	   My	   own	   position	   is	   that	   Freud	   leads	   us	   towards	   the	  concept	  of	   the	  unconscious,	  but	  an	  understanding	  can	  never	  be	  achieved,	  since	  
                                                                                                                                                                         bickering	  that	  arose	  after	  Freud	  claimed	  one	  of	  Fleiss’s	  ideas,	  that	  humans	  had	  bisexuality	  as	  a	  part	  of	  their	  whole,	  as	  his	  own.	  Jones	  is	  referred	  to	  again:	  At	  the	  last	  meeting	  in	  Achensee	  in	  the	  summer	  of	  1900,	  Freud	  announced	  it	  (bisexuality)	  to	  his	  friend	  as	  a	  new	  idea,	  whereupon	  the	  astonished	  Fleiss	  replied,	  “But	  I	  told	  you	  about	  that	  on	  our	  evening	  walk	  in	  Breslau,	  and	  then	  you	  refused	  to	  accept	  the	  idea.”	  Freud	  had	  completely	  forgotten	  the	  talk	  and	  denied	  all	  knowledge	  of	  it;	  it	  was	  only	  a	  week	  later	  that	  the	  memory	  came	  back	  to	  him	  (Jones,	  1993:	  271/2).	  The	  fact	  that	  such	  a	  “passionate	  friendship”	  should	  have	  been	  ended	  because	  of	  a	  disagreement	  over	  bisexuality	  is	  somewhat	  ironic	  while	  perhaps	  also	  saying	  something	  about	  Freud’s	  own	  techniques	  of	  repression.	  Furthermore,	  his	  burning	  of	  all	  correspondence	  is,	  in	  itself,	  almost	  Stalinist	  in	  his	  interpretation	  of	  his	  own	  history	  and	  his	  importance	  within	  it.	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any	   description	   of	   its	   internal,	   submerged	   nature	   beyond	   language	   relies	   on	  language.	  However,	  Freudian	  concepts	  do	  have	  a	  very	  useful	  role	  to	  play	   in	  the	  analysis	   of	   film,	   since	   the	   ideas	   can	   be	   easily	   understood,	   externally,	   and	  interpreted	   in	   such	  ways	   that	  we	   can	   point	   to	   both	   the	   filmmaker’s	   conscious	  and	  unconscious	  intentions	  in	  the	  filmic	  record.	  	  
4.3	  Irma’s	  Injection:	  Art	  and	  Science	  The	  first	  path	  that	  Freud	  decides	  to	  take	  is	  towards	  the	  notion	  that	  dreams	  are	  a	  form	  of	  wish	  fulfilment	  and	  by	  selecting	  this	  path	  he	  is	  fulfilling	  his	  own	  wishes39.	  He	  does	   this	   first	  with	  his	  dream	  of	   Irma’s	   injection.40.	  Once	  he	  has	   tackled	  the	  dream	  in	  battle	  by	  combating	  the	  various	  elements	  within	  it,	  which	  allow	  him	  to	  decipher	  the	  dream	  of	  Irma’s	  injection,	  and	  thus	  obtain	  its	  almost	  totemic	  power	  he	  does	  what	  heroes	  frequently	  do:	  “Now	  that	  we	  have	  reached	  the	  goal	  of	  this	  one	  path,	  we	  may	   turn	  back	  and	   select	   a	  new	  point	  of	  departure	   for	   exploring	  dream-­‐problems”	   (Freud,	   1997:	   70).	   Firstly,	   it	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   Freud	   is	  “exploring”	  and	  not	  “analysing”.	  Secondly,	  he	  once	  again	  has	  placed	  himself	  on	  a	  journey.	  	  Furthermore,	  he	  attempts	  to	  include	  the	  reader	  in	  this	  journey	  by	  using	  the	  1st	  person	  plural	  pronoun.	  	  
                                                           39	  The	  singular	  male	  pronoun	  is	  used	  here,	  since	  I	  am	  specifically	  referring	  to	  Freud	  and	  not	  dreamers	  in	  general.	  40	  Dream	  of	  July	  23-­‐24,	  1895	  
A	  great	  hall	  –	  a	  number	  of	  guests,	  who	  we	  are	  receiving	  –	  among	  them	  Irma,	  whom	  I	  immediately	  
take	  aside,	  as	  though	  to	  answer	  her	  letter,	  and	  to	  reproach	  her	  for	  not	  yet	  accepting	  the	  “solution”.	  I	  
say	  to	  her:	  “	  If	  you	  will	  have	  pains,	  it	  is	  really	  only	  your	  own	  fault.”	  –	  She	  answers:	  “If	  you	  only	  knew	  
what	  pains	  I	  have	  now	  in	  the	  throat,	  stomach	  and	  abdomen	  –	  I	  am	  choked	  by	  them.”	  I	  am	  startled,	  
and	  look	  at	  her.	  She	  looks	  pale	  and	  puffy.	  I	  think	  that	  after	  all	  I	  must	  be	  overlooking	  some	  organic	  
affliction.	  I	  take	  her	  to	  the	  window	  and	  look	  into	  her	  throat.	  She	  offers	  some	  resistance	  to	  this,	  like	  a	  
woman	  who	  has	  a	  set	  of	  false	  teeth.	  I	  think,	  surely,	  she	  doesn’t	  need	  them.	  –	  The	  mouth	  then	  opens	  
wide,	  and	  I	  find	  a	  large	  white	  spot	  on	  the	  right,	  and	  elsewhere	  I	  see	  extensive	  greyish-­white	  scabs	  
adhering	  to	  curiously	  curled	  formations,	  which	  are	  evidently	  shaped	  like	  the	  turbinal	  bones	  of	  the	  
nose.	  –	  I	  quickly	  call	  Dr	  M.,	  who	  repeats	  the	  examination	  and	  confirms	  it	  …	  Dr	  M.,	  looks	  quite	  unlike	  
his	  usual	  self;	  he	  is	  very	  pale,	  he	  limps,	  and	  his	  chin	  is	  clean	  shaven…	  Now	  my	  friend	  Otto,	  too,	  is	  
standing	  beside	  her,	  and	  my	  friend	  Leopold	  percusses	  her	  covered	  chest,	  and	  says:	  “She	  has	  a	  
dullness	  below,	  on	  the	  left,”	  and	  also	  calls	  attention	  to	  an	  inflamed	  portion	  of	  skin	  on	  the	  left	  
shoulder	  (which	  I	  can	  feel,	  in	  spite	  of	  the	  dress)…	  M	  says:	  “There	  is	  no	  doubt	  that	  it’s	  an	  infection,	  
but	  it	  doesn’t	  matter;	  dysentery	  will	  follow	  and	  the	  poison	  will	  be	  eliminated”…	  We	  know,	  too,	  
precisely	  how	  the	  infection	  originated.	  My	  friend	  Otto,	  not	  long	  ago,	  gave	  her,	  when	  she	  was	  feeling	  
unwell,	  an	  injection	  of	  a	  preparation	  of	  propyl…	  propyls…	  propionic	  acid…trimethylamin	  (the	  
formula	  of	  which	  I	  see	  before	  me,	  printed	  in	  heavy	  type…	  One	  doesn’t	  give	  such	  injections	  so	  rashly…	  
Probably,	  too,	  the	  syringe	  was	  not	  clean	  (Freud,	  1997:	  20/21).	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Freud’s	   use	   of	   first	   person	   singular	   and	   plural	   pronouns	   is	   not	   consistent	   and	  suggests	  his	  Homeric	  intentions.	  He	  announces	  after	  his	  analysis	  of	  the	  dream	  of	  Irma’s	  injection	  that:	  I	  have	  now	  completed	  the	  interpretation	  of	  the	  dream	  (ibid:	  30).	  Here	   the	   act	   is	   presented	   as	   a	   fait	   accompli,	   where	   Freud,	   himself,	   is	   the	   sole	  person	  responsible	  for	  the	  act	  of	   interpretation.	   In	  other	  words,	  the	  hero	  of	  his	  own	  narrative,	  responsible	  for	  the	  completion	  of	  the	  task.	  Furthermore,	  his	  use	  of	  the	  definite	  article	  suggests	  firstly	  that	  this	  is	  the	  only	  interpretation	  possible,	  while	  his	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “interpretation”	  is	  performative	  rather	  than	  constative	  and	  thus	  unscientific.	  	  	  However,	  Freud	  is	  right,	  I	  believe,	  to	  use	  the	  form	  of	  a	  quest	  and	  attempt	  to	  make	  it	  analogous	  with	  scientific	  research	  for	  this	  suggests	  that	  he	  is	  aware,	  as	  Claude	  Lévi-­‐Strauss	  describes	  it	  in	  Myth	  and	  Meaning	  (1979)	  that:	  Scientific	   thinking…	  …proceed(s)	   step	  by	  step,	   trying	   to	  give	  explanations	  for	   very	   limited	   phenomena…	   …scientific	   thinking	   aimed	   to	   divide	   the	  difficulty	   into	  as	  many	  parts	  as	  were	  necessary	   in	  order	   to	   solve	   it	   (Lévi-­‐Strauss,	  1979:	  17).	  Freud	  does	  the	  same	  with	  the	  dream:	  he	  divides	  the	  dream	  into	  the	  component	  parts	  of	  wish	  fulfilment,	  latent	  versus	  manifest	  content,	  censorship,	  repression	  or	  displacement	   and	   condensation.	   Each	   of	   these	   points	   he	   develops	   through	  considering	   them	   as	   examples	   of	   tasks	   he	   has	   set	   himself	   to	   think	   both	  scientifically	  by	  isolating	  the	  separate	  elements,	  and,	  with	  the	  unscientific	  use	  of	  metaphor,	  by	  suggesting	  they	  are	  part	  of	  a	  mythical	  quest.	  	  	  What	   he	   also	   does	   though	   is	   consider	   each	   of	   these	   elements	   through	   dream	  examples.	   These,	   naturally,	   are	   of	   an	   unscientific	   nature	   and	   herein	   lies	   the	  essential	  paradox,	  one	  which	  is	  only	  revealed	  by	  Freud’s	  use	  of	  the	  mythic	  quest,	  which	  Wendy	  Doniger	  points	  out	  in	  her	  introduction	  to	  Myth	  and	  Meaning:	  (Lévi-­‐Strauss)	   is	   the	   one	  who	   taught	   us	   that	   every	  myth	   is	   driven	  by	   the	  obsessive	  need	  to	  solve	  a	  paradox	  that	  cannot	  be	  solved	  (ibid:	  x)	  (Italics	  in	  the	  original).	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The	   paradox	   at	   the	   heart	   of	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   is	   “How	   can	   Freud	  analyse	  dreams	  scientifically	  when	  he	  has	  to	  use	  figurative	  language	  to	  attempt	  to	   reach	   the	  heart	   of	   the	  dreamwork	   so	   as	   to	   interpret	   them	   scientifically?”	   In	  other	   words,	   how	   can	   the	   qualitative	   art	   of	   the	   dreamwork	   be	   expressed	   in	  quantifiable	  scientific	  terms?	  	  	  The	  simple	  answer	  is	  that	  it	  can’t	  be.	  Freud	  was	  perhaps	  subconsciously	  aware	  of	  this,	  which	  is	  why	  he	  is	  drawn	  to	  use	  the	  mythical	  structure	  of	  the	  quest	   in	  the	  guise	   of	   breaking	   down	   the	   dream	   into	   its	   “scientifically-­‐identified”	   individual	  components	  to	  embody	  this	  paradox.	  	  This	  notion	  of	   the	  quest	  with	  Freud	   as	   the	  protagonist	   reaches	   its	   climax	  with	  Freud’s	   discussion	   of	   the	   impulses	   of	   the	   unconscious	   being	   expressed	   in	  dreams:	  Thus,	   in	   the	  censorship	  between	  Ucs41.	  and	  Pcs42.,	  which	  the	  dream	  forces	  us	   to	  assume,	  we	  must	  recognise	  and	  respect	   the	  guardian	  of	  our	  psychic	  health.	  But	  is	  it	  not	  carelessness	  on	  the	  part	  of	  the	  guardian	  to	  diminish	  his	  vigilance	   at	   night,	   and	   to	   allow	   the	   suppressed	   impulses	   of	   the	   Ucs.	   to	  achieve	  expression?	  I	  think	  not,	  for	  when	  the	  critical	  guardian	  goes	  to	  rest	  –	  and	  we	  have	  proof	  that	  his	  slumber	  is	  not	  profound	  –	  he	  takes	  care	  to	  close	  the	  gate	  to	  motility	  (Freud,	  1997:	  405).	  In	  this	  passage,	  I	  argue,	  Freud	  is	  making	  an	  analogy	  to	  the	  unconscious	  as	  being	  similar	   to	   the	   underworld	   in	   the	   mythical	   Greek	   and	   Roman	   sense,	   while	  suggesting	  that	  the	  guardian	  is	  none	  other	  than	  Cerberus,	  the	  three-­‐headed	  dog	  that	  guarded	  the	  gates	  of	  the	  underworld.43	  This	  then	  places	  Freud	  in	  the	  role	  of	  Heracles	   having	   to	   complete	   the	   last	   of	   his	   labours	   and	   bring	   Cerberus	   to	   the	  conscious	  world.	  This	  explains	   the	  repeating	  of	   the	  epigraph	  on	  page	  441,	  as	   it	  now	  underscores	  the	  mythical	  analogy	  described	  above,	  since	  Acheron	  is	  one	  of	  the	  four	  rivers	  of	  the	  underworld	  in	  Greek	  mythology.	  
                                                           41	  Unconscious.	  42	  Preconscious.	  43	  If	  the	  text	  had	  been	  written	  after	  1923,	  it	  would	  not	  be	  a	  stretch	  of	  logic	  to	  label	  the	  three	  heads	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  the	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  Id,	  but	  at	  the	  time	  of	  writing	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  
Dreams	  Freud	  had	  yet	  to	  create	  neologisms	  for	  the	  last	  two	  terms	  which	  he	  would	  finally	  do	  so	  in	  
The	  Ego	  and	  The	  Id	  (1923).	  See	  Chapter	  4.5	  below.	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What	  Freud	  has	  done,	  then,	  is	  rather	  than	  leading	  us	  to	  the	  light,	  he	  has	  taken	  us	  to	  Joseph	  Conrad’s	  contemporaneous	  Heart	  of	  Darkness44,	  where	  civilisation	  has	  been	   stripped	   away,	   layer	   by	   layer,	   to	   reveal	   the	   horror	   of	   its	  most	   primeval,	  unconscious	   urges.	   In	   this	   way,	   Freud	   has	   exposed	   the	   unconscious,	   but	   its	  darkness	  is	  still	  unexplored.	  	  Freud	   is	   keen,	   however,	   to	   ensure	   that	   his	   work	   is	   perceived	   as	   adopting	   a	  scientific	  approach.	  His	  use	  of	   the	  terms	  Ucs,	  Pcs	   in	  the	  previous	  quote	  offer	  an	  air	  of	  scientific	  formulation,	  which	  in	  turn,	  I	   imagine,	  he	  would	  hope	  gave	  them	  credence	   amongst	   his	   fellow	   physicians.	   This	   air	   of	   scientific	   validity	   is	  something	  he	  wishes	  to	  establish	  from	  the	  outset:	  I	  must	   insist	   that	   the	   dream	   actually	   does	   possess	   a	  meaning,	   and	   that	   a	  scientific	  method	  of	  dream-­‐interpretation	  is	  possible	  (ibid:	  14).	  Yet	  how	  successful	  he	   is	   in	   laying	  out	   this	   scientific	  method	   is	   open	   to	  debate.	  This	   is	   not	   to	   say	   that	  The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   and	   the	   essays	   and	   books	  which	   followed	   its	   publication	   do	   not	   contain	   original	   ideas	   concerning	   the	  workings	   of	   the	   unconscious.	   But	   his	   approach	   is	  more	   poetic	   than	   pedagogic,	  more	   artistic	   than	   scientific,	   more	   personal	   discovery	   than	   objectivised	  observation.	  	  Indeed	  Freud,	  writing	  in	  Civilisation	  and	  its	  Discontents	  (1930),	  notes	  that	  there	  is	  a	  similarity	  between	  artistic	  and	  scientific	  achievements:	  This	  kind	  of	  satisfaction,	  such	  as	  the	  artist’s	   joy	   in	  creation,	   in	  embodying	  his	  phantasies,	  or	   the	  scientist’s	   in	  solving	  problems	  or	  discovering	   truth,	  has	   a	   special	   quality	   which	   we	   shall	   certainly	   one	   day	   be	   able	   to	   define	  metapsychologically	  (Freud,	  2010:	  33).	  While	   there	   has	   yet	   to	   be	   a	   successful	   metapsychological	   definition	   of	   the	  satisfaction	   described	   here,	   it	   is	   interesting	   to	   note	   that	   Freud	   links	   the	  seemingly	  subjective	  work	  of	  the	  artist	  with	  the	  objective	  work	  of	  the	  scientist	  as	  being	   similar	   expressions	   of	   satisfaction	   and	   each	   act	   is	   the	   result	   of	   libido	  displacement,	   that	   is	   to	   say,	   a	   transference	   of	   an	   individual’s	   basic	   pleasure	  principle	  into	  actions	  of	  the	  intellect.	  	  
                                                           44	  First	  published	  in	  1899.	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It	   could	   be	   suggested	   that	   Freud	   is	   both	   the	   artist	   and	   the	   scientist	   and	   has	  merged	  what	  he	   calls	   the	   “mental”	   and	   “intellectual”	   domains	  of	   the	   artist	   and	  scientist	   respectively	   into	   the	   artistic	   scientist	   or	   the	   scientific	   artist.	   Of	   these	  two	   terms,	   I	  would	   contend	   that	   the	   latter	   is	  more	   in	   line	  with	   Freud’s	   actual	  achievements,	  since	  he	  created	  a	  topography	  of	  the	  mind	  using	  knowledge	  of	  the	  sciences	  within	  an	  artistic	  framework.	  	  With	   this	   in	  mind,	   in	  his	  essay	   “Formulations	  on	   the	  Two	  Principles	  of	  Psychic	  Functioning”	  (1911),	  in	  which	  Freud	  describes	  his	  understanding	  of	  the	  pleasure	  principle	  and	  reality	  principle,	  he	  has	  this	  to	  say	  of	  the	  artist:	  The	   artist	   is	   originally	   someone	   who,	   unable	   to	   come	   to	   terms	   with	   the	  renunciation	   of	   drive	   satisfactions	   initially	   demanded	   by	   reality,	   turns	  away	   from	   it	   and	   gives	   free	   reign	   to	   erotic	   and	   ambitious	   wishes	   in	   his	  fantasy	   life.	   Thanks	   to	   special	   gifts,	   however,	   he	   finds	   his	   way	   back	   to	  reality	   from	   this	   fantasy	  world	  by	   shaping	  his	   fantasies	   into	  new	  kinds	   of	  
reality,	  which	  are	  appreciated	  by	  people	  as	  valid	  representations	  of	  the	  real	  
world.	   Thus	   in	   a	   certain	  way	   he	   actually	   becomes	   the	   hero,	   king,	   creator,	  
favourite	  he	  wanted	  to	  be	  (Freud,	  2005:	  7)	  (My	  italics).	  As	   has	   already	   been	   indicated,	   by	   placing	   himself	   as	   the	   protagonist	   of	   his	  journey,	   Freud	  does	   become	   the	  hero,	   king	   and	   creator.	   Furthermore,	  what	  his	  critics	   would	   claim	   as	   “fantasies”	   are,	   to	   those	   inclined	   to	   believe	   Freud,	  “representations”	  of	  “new	  kinds	  of	  reality”.	  	  
4.4	  Hitchcock	  and	  Quests	  It	   is	  of	  note	   that	  Hitchcock	   frequently	  uses	  a	  similar	  structure	  of	  a	  quest	   in	  his	  films.	  Films	  such	  as	  The	  39	  Steps,	  Young	  and	  Innocent,	  Saboteur,	  Spellbound	  and	  
North	   by	  Northwest	  have	   a	   protagonist	  who	   takes	   on	   a	   quest,	   be	   it	   to	   find	   out	  what	  the	  39	  steps	  are	  in	  the	  eponymously	  named	  film,	  find	  out	  who	  murdered	  Dr	  Edwardes	  in	  Spellbound	  or	  find	  out	  who	  Kaplan	  is	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   each	   of	   these	   films	   generates	   tension	   by	   using	   a	   fight/flight	  structure	   in	   which	   the	   protagonist	   has	   to	   work	   towards	   a	   goal	   (the	   quest	  element)	   whilst	   moving	   away	   from	   an	   opposing	   force.	   It	   is	   also	   relevant	   that	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three	  of	   the	  above	  mentioned	   films	  also	  have	  a	   tutelary	   figure	   (the	  blind	  uncle	  (Vaughn	  Glaser)	  in	  Saboteur,	  Dr	  Brulov	  (Michael	  Chekov)	  in	  Spellbound	  and	  the	  Professor	  (Leo	  G.	  Carroll)	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest)	  who	  believes	  in	  or	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  innocence	  of	  the	  protagonist.	  	  
4.5	  Freudian	  Concepts	  -­	  The	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  Id	  As	  has	  been	  alluded	  to,	  many	  of	  the	  concepts	  with	  which	  Freud	  is	  associated	  are	  not	   actually	   present	   in	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams.	   Chronologically,	   the	  concepts	  of	   the	  oral	  and	  anal	   stages	  of	   child	  development	  appeared	   in	  1905	   in	  
Three	  Essays	  on	  the	  Theory	  of	  Sexuality,	  (the	  genital	  stage	  is	  first	  referred	  to	  in	  a	  footnote	  of	  the	  1923	  edition	  of	  the	  aforementioned	  book).	  Fetishism	  is	  referred	  to	   briefly	   in	   the	   same	   book	   but	   only	   developed	  more	   fully	   as	   a	   concept	   in	   an	  essay	  of	  the	  same	  name	  published	  in	  1927.	  The	  pleasure	  principle	  and	  the	  reality	  principle	   are	   first	   referred	   to	   in	   Formulations	   on	   the	   Two	   Principles	   of	   Psychic	  
Functioning,	  published	  in	  1911,	  while,	  as	  previously	  mentioned	  the	  death	  drive	  is	  first	  referred	  to	  in	  Beyond	  the	  Pleasure	  Principle	  of	  1920.	  What	  is	  perhaps	  most	  surprising,	   given	   their	   familiarity	   in	   everyday	   usage,	   is	   that	   the	   terms	   the	  Superego	  and	  the	  Id	  were	  only	  formed	  as	  clearly	  defined	  concepts	  in	  1923.	  	  It	   is	  these	  latter	  two	  concepts,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Ego,	  which	  I	  would	  like	  to	  discuss	  first,	  as	  they	  are	  the	  most	  problematic,	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  usage,	  but	  the	  easiest	  to	  see	  symbolically	  expressed	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  The	  last	  of	  these	  terms,	  the	  Ego,	  has	  been	  in	  use	  since	  the	  early	  19th	  century.	  However,	  in	  German,	  Freud	  used	  the	  term	  “das	   Ich”.	  For	   the	   terms	   “Superego”	  and	   “Id”,	  Freud	  used	   the	   terms	  Uber-­‐ego”	  and	  “Das	  Es”.	  Lionel	  Bailly	  notes	  in	  Lacan	  that	  A.	  A.	  Brill	  was	  responsible	  for	  the	  translation	  of	  these	  terms:	  However,	   Brill’s	   substitution	   of	   the	   Latin	   “ego”	   for	   “das	   Ich”	   immediately	  deprived	  it	  of	  the	  emotional	  and	  completely	  personal	  force	  of	  a	  simple	  “I”;	  Brill	  and	  subsequent	  translators	  did	  not	  see	  that	   the	  subjectivity	   inherent	  in	  “Ich”	  was	  important	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  33).	  While	   Bailly	   is	   suggesting	   that	   it	   was	   Brill	   who	   chose	   the	   term	   “Ego”,	   he	   also	  states	   that	  “Freud	  was	  very	  anxious	  about	  the	  translation	  of	  his	  works”	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  32).	  With	   this	   in	  mind,	   I	  would	  propose	   that	  Brill’s	   terminology	  had	   the	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tacit	   approval	   of	   Freud,	   since	   the	   same	   degree	   of	   objectivity	   is	   present	   in	   the	  French	  translation45	  of	  the	  terms	  “ego”	  as	  “le	  moi”.	  This	  move	  from	  the	  subjective	  to	  the	  objective	  clearly	  has	  implications	  for	  how	  the	  terms	  are	  understood.	  The	  subjective	  “Ich”,	  “I”	  or	  “Je”	  implies	  an	  internalisation	  of	  the	  concept,	  since	  the	  1st	  person	   singular	   subject	   pronoun	   is	   precisely	   as	   defined,	   the	   “subject”.	   This	   is	  something	  Lacan	  understood	  in	  his	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “Subject”	  when	  talking	  of	  the	  individual’s	  unconscious	  being.	  	  	  However,	  in	  defence	  of	  Brill	  on	  one	  point,	  his	  translation	  of	  “das	  Es”	  as	  the	  Latin	  word	   “Id”,	  meaning	   “it”,	   has	   the	   opposite	   effect.	   By	   not	   translating	   “Das	  Es”	   as	  “the	   that”,	  Brill	   internalised	   the	   concept	  and	  allowed	  what	  was	  a	  word	  of	   little	  meaning	  in	  common	  usage	  to	  be	  filled	  with	  the	  dark	  notions	  and	  desires	  the	  Id	  contains.	   The	  original	   “Das	  Es”	   and	   the	   accepted	  French	   translation	   as	   “Le	   ça”,	  imply	  that	  the	  Id	  is	  an	  external	  to	  the	  triad,	  literally	  something	  “over	  there”	  and	  thus	  less	  subject	  to	  the	  controlling	  forces	  of	  the	  Superego.	  In	  fact,	  the	  implication	  is	   the	   opposite,	   by	   removing	   the	   linguistic	   distance	  between	   the	   Superego	   and	  the	   Id,	   Freud	   and	   Brill	   have	   brought	   them	   closer	   to	   their	   more	   natural	  relationship:	  tussling	  within	  the	  psyche	  for	  control	  over	  the	  Ego.	  	  This	  tussle,	  however,	  is	  one	  that	  Freud,	  as	  referred	  to	  above,	  only	  enunciated	  in	  1923	  with	   the	  publication	  of	  The	  Ego	  and	   the	   Id,	  where	  he	   seeks	   to	  define	   the	  term	  he	   had	  been	  using	   since	  Three	   Essays	   on	   Sexuality:	   the	  Ego.	  He	   defines	   it	  thus,	   “We	  have	   formulated	  the	   idea	  that	   in	  every	   individual	   there	   is	  a	  coherent	  organisation	   of	  mental	   processes,	   which	  we	   call	   his	   ego”	   (Freud,	   2010:	   8).	   He	  also	  coins	  the	  neologism,	  or	  rather	  gives	  the	  credit	  for	  the	  neologism,	  Id,	  (Das	  Es),	  to	  his	  contemporary,	  the	  psychoanalyst	  Georg	  Groddeck:	  I	   propose	   to	   take	   it	   (Groddeck’s	   discovery)	   into	   account	   by	   calling	   the	  entity	  which	  starts	  out	   from	  the	  system	  Pcpt	  and	  begins	  by	  being	  Pcs	   the	  ego,	  and	  by	  following	  Groddeck	  in	  giving	  to	  the	  other	  part	  of	  the	  mind,	  into	  which	   this	   entity	   extends	   and	  which	   behaves	   as	   though	   it	   were	   Ucs,	   the	  name	  of	  Id	  (Es)	  (ibid:	  22).	  His	  naming	  of	  the	  Superego	  is	  done	  almost	  in	  passing:	  
                                                           45	  The	  first	  French	  translation	  of	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  was	  published	  in	  1926.	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The	  considerations	  that	  led	  us	  to	  assume	  the	  existence	  of	  a	  differentiating	  grade,	  within	  the	  ego,	  which	  may	  be	  called	  the	  ego-­‐ideal	  or	  super-­‐ego,	  have	  been	  set	  forth	  elsewhere	  (ibid	  29).	  It	   is	   Freud’s	   intention	   to	  offer	   a	   clearly	  defined	  description,	   albeit	   literary46,	   of	  the	   terms	   he	   has	   introduced	   and	   delineated.	   He	   seeks	   to	   break	   down	   the	  relationship	  between	  the	  triad	  into	  more	  easily	  manageable	  binary	  oppositions:	  Whereas	  the	  ego	  is	  essentially	  the	  representative	  of	  the	  external	  world,	  of	  reality,	   the	   super-­‐ego	   stands	   in	   contrast	   to	   it	   as	   the	   representative	  of	   the	  internal	  world,	  of	  the	  id	  (ibid:	  43).	  	  While	   this	   thesis	   will	   accept	   such	   clear	   definitions,	   as	   it	   allows	   for	   cinematic	  representations	   of	   the	   same	   to	   be	  more	   easily	   revealed,	   it	   strikes	  me	   that	   the	  delineation	   between	   the	   three,	   as	   clear	   beacons	   in	   the	   darkness	   of	   the	  unconscious,	  is	  more	  analogous	  with	  Henry	  Bond’s	  use	  of	  simile	  in	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  every	  day	  and	  the	  extraordinary	  in	  Lacan	  at	  the	  Scene	  (2012):	  The	   borderland…	   …is	   more	   like	   the	   one	   along	   the	   network	   of	   winding	  narrow	  paths	   in	   the	   arid	  mountainous	   regions	   of	   the	  Hindu	  Kush,	  where	  the	   borders	   between	   Afghanistan,	   Turkmenistan	   and	   Tajikistan	   are	  sometimes	   marked	   only	   by	   an	   improvised	   pile	   of	   rocks,	   or	   a	   rusting	  illegible	  sign	  hanging	  from	  a	  stunted	  tree	  (Bond,	  2012:	  176).	  It	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that,	  whether	  unconsciously	  or	  not,	  the	  three	  markers	  of	  boundaries	  Bond	  refers	  to	  are	  equally	  symbols	  of	  the	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  the	  Id,	  with	  the	  improvised	  pile	  of	  rocks	  symbolising	  the	  fragile	  construct	  of	  the	  Ego,	  the	  rusting	   illegible	   sign,	   the	   fraught	   instructions	   of	   the	   Superego	   and	   the	   stunted	  tree,	  the	  remnants	  of	  the	  desires	  of	  the	  Id.	  Thus	  the	  beacons	  that	  Freud	  has	  lit	  to	  enlighten	   and	   illuminate	   the	   darkest	   recesses	   of	   the	   unconscious	   are	   in	   fact	  vestiges	  of	  the	  embers	  of	  our	  primitive	  fires.	  	  	  	  	  
                                                           46	  His	  frequent	  use	  of	  simile	  is	  further	  evidence	  of	  this:	  The	  ego’s	  position	  is	  like	  that	  of	  a	  constitutional	  monarch,	  without	  whose	  sanction	  no	  law	  can	  be	  passed.	  But	  who	  hesitates	  long	  before	  imposing	  a	  veto	  on	  any	  measure	  put	  forward	  by	  parliament	  (Freud,	  2010:	  80).	  
	   104 
4.6	  Hitchcock	  and	  the	  Superego	  The	   Superego,	   or	   what	   Lacan	   would	   call	   the	   Other	   within	   the	   Symbolic,	   that	  element	   of	   our	   personality	   that	   seeks	   to	   temper	   our	   most	   primal	   desires	   is	  frequently	   undermined	   in	   Hitchcock	   films.	   There	   are	   two	   organisations	  which	  can	  be	  said	  to	  represent	  the	  Superego	  in	  his	  films	  and	  they	  are	  the	  police	  and	  the	  judicial	   system	  and	  neither	  of	   them	   is	   treated	  with	   the	   respect	   that	  we	   accord	  them	  in	  our	  daily	  lives.	  	  Hitchcock	  depicts	  the	  workings	  or	  aspects	  of	  the	  legal	  system	  in	  eight	  films47	  and	  in	   each	   of	   the	   films	   part	   of	   the	   process	   is	   criticised.	   In	   Spellbound,	  Dial	   M	   for	  
Murder	   and	   Frenzy	   the	   protagonists	   are	   found	   guilty	   of	   a	   crime	   they	   did	   not	  commit.	   In	   Young	  and	   Innocent,	  we	   see	   the	   solicitor	  who	   is	  more	   interested	   in	  money	  than	  the	  innocence	  of	  his	  client.	  Furthermore,	  and	  somewhat	  ironically	  if	  we	  can	  consider	  the	  adage	  “justice	  is	  blind”,	  the	  solicitor	  cannot	  see	  without	  his	  glasses.	  In	  I	  Confess	  and	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  the	  audience	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  innocence	  of	   the	   protagonist	   from	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film,	   but	   in	   the	   former	   Logan	  (Montgomery	   Clift)	   is	   found	   innocent	   but	   faces	   strong	   criticism	   from	   both	   the	  jury	  and	  the	  judge	  when	  the	  verdict	  is	  announced,	  while	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  is	  more	  interested	  in	  depicting	  the	  process	  from	  arrest	  to	  arraignment	  and	  eventual	  trial.	  	  The	  most	   interesting	  depiction,	   from	  my	  point	   of	   view,	   is	   that	   of	  The	  Paradine	  
Case,	   since	   it	   takes	   as	   its	   premise	   the	   innocence	   of	  Mrs.	   Paradine	   (Alida	  Valli).	  Her	   barrister,	   Anthony	   Keane	   (Gregory	   Peck),	   whose	   surname	   symbolises	   his	  attitude	  both	  towards	  her	  and	  her	  case,	  instead	  of	  showing	  that	  justice	  is	  blind,	  shows	   that	   love	   is	   blind	   by	   becoming	   infatuated	  with	   her	   and	   her	  murderous	  ways.	  It	  is	  precisely	  his	  love	  for	  her	  that	  dictates	  the	  way	  he	  defends	  the	  case	  and	  leads	  to	  her	  eventual	  admission	  of	  guilt.	  	  
4.7	  Dream	  symbolism	  and	  Freud	  Since	  one	  of	  the	  cornerstones	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  whether	  the	  symbolism	  Hitchcock	  used	   has	   a	   coherent	   symbolic	   pattern	   in	   his	   films,	   some	   time	   must	   be	   spent	  
                                                           47	  The	  Manxman,	  Young	  and	  Innocent,	  Spellbound,	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  I	  Confess,	  Dial	  M	  for	  Murder,	  
The	  Wrong	  Man	  and	  Frenzy.	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considering	  Freud’s	  thoughts	  on	  dream	  symbolism.	  The	  first	  point	  to	  note	  is	  that	  Freud	  only	  wrote	  about	  dream	  symbolism	  specifically	  twice,	   from	  pages	  230	  to	  266	   in	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams	   and	   the	   tenth	   lecture	   in	   A	   General	  
Introduction	   to	   Psychoanalysis	   (1920)	   (pages	   123	   to	   140).	  While	   the	   former	   is	  longer,	   Freud	   considers	   the	   latter	   as	   being	   more	   complete,	   as	   he	   states	   the	  following	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams:	  These	  very	  incomplete	  indications	  may	  suffice	  to	  stimulate	  others	  to	  make	  a	   more	   painstaking	   collection.	   I	   have	   attempted	   a	   much	   more	   detailed	  account	  of	  dream-­‐symbolism	  in	  my	  Introductory	  Lectures	  on	  Psychoanalysis	  (sic)	  Freud,	  1997:	  238).48	  Before	  a	  discussion	  of	  Freud’s	  interpretation	  of	  dream	  symbols	  is	  begun,	  below	  is	  a	  table	  with	  all	  of	  Freud’s	  dream	  symbols	  and	  their	  meaning,	  according	  to	  him,	  as	  given	   in	   the	   tenth	   lecture.	   The	  wording	   of	   the	   heading	   is	   Freud’s	   own	   and	   the	  symbols	  themselves	  are	  separated	  by	  forward	  slashes	  to	  indicate	  the	  groupings	  as	  he	  refers	  to	  them	  in	  the	  text.	  
                                                           48	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that,	  while	  originally	  published	  in	  1900,	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  was	  consistently	  added	  to	  and	  amended	  by	  Freud	  and,	  to	  a	  lesser	  extent,	  Brill	  until	  1932.	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Table	  Two:	  Dream	  symbols	  as	  recorded	  by	  Freud	  in	  A	  General	  Introduction	  
to	  Psychoanalysis49.	  
Person	   Parents	  House	   	   -­‐	   smooth	   façade	  male/projections	  and	  balconies	  female.	   Kings	  and	  Queens/great	  men.	  
Siblings	   Birth	  Little	  animals/vermin.	   Plunging	   into	   water/rescued	   from	  water.	  
Death	   Nakedness	  Taking	   a	   journey/riding	   in	   a	  train/leaving	  on	  a	  trip.	   Clothes	  and	  uniforms.	  
Male	  Genitalia	   Female	  Genitalia	  The	   figure	   3/stick,	   umbrellas,	  poles/trees/pointed	  weapons	   of	   every	  type/firearms,	  guns,	  revolvers/pencils,	  quills,	   nail	   files,	   hammers/certain	  reptiles	   and	   fish/snakes/the	  cravat/mountains	   and	   cliffs/the	   key	  that	   opens	   a	   room/the	   flame/the	  mushroom/	   the	   hat	   and	   cloak/little	  brother/the	   hand	   and	   the	   foot/the	  necktie.	  
Objects	   out	   of	   which	   water	   flows	   –	  faucets,	  water	  cans,	  fountains.	  
Objects	   with	   the	   power	   of	  
elongation	   –	   hanging	   lamps,	  collapsible	  pencils.	  
Enclosed	   space	   capable	   of	   being	  filled/pits,	  caves,	  hollows/pitchers	  and	  bottles/boxes,	   trunks,	   jars	   cases,	  pockets/the	   ship/the	   jewel	   casket,	  jewels/the	   garden/blossoms	   and	  flowers/the	   fireplace/the	  horseshoe/the	   ear	   and	   the	   eye/shoes	  and	  slippers.	  
Erections	   The	  Womb	  of	  the	  Mother	  Balloons,	  aeroplanes,	  Zeppelins/flying.	   Wardrobes,	  stoves,	  a	  room.	  
The	  Genital	  Opening	   The	  Woman	  Doors	  and	  entrances/the	  mouth.	   Wood	   and	   paper	   and	   objects	   made	  from	  them	  like	  tables	  and	  books/snails	  and	   mussels/the	   city,	   fortress	   and	  citadel/sheets	  and	  linen	  in	  general.	  
Structural	  Symbolisms	   The	  Breasts	  Churches	  and	  chapels.	   Apples,	  peaches	  and	  fruit	  in	  general.	  
Pubic	  Hair	  of	  Both	  Sexes	   The	  Complicated	  Topography	  of	  
Female	  Genitalia	  Woods	  and	  bushes.	   Scenes	  with	  cliff,	  woods	  and	  water.	  
The	  Imposing	  Mechanism	  of	  the	  
Male	  Sex	  Apparatus	  
The	  Representation	  of	  the	  Beloved	  
Person	  All	  manner	  of	  complicated	  machinery.	   Jewels	  and	  sweets.	  
Representation	  of	  Sexual	  Delights	   The	  Satisfaction	  in	  One’s	  Own	  
Genitals	  
                                                           49	  In	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams,	  Freud	  refers	  to	  two	  other	  categories	  of	  dream	  symbols,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  relevant	  to	  this	  thesis.	  He	  states	  that	  walking	  through	  a	  suite	  of	  rooms	  is	  symbolic	  of	  the	  marriage	  contract	  and	  dreaming	  of	  taking	  a	  left	  or	  right	  path	  signifies	  erroneous	  or	  righteous	  choices.	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Sweets.	   All	   types	   of	   play	   including	   piano	  playing.	  
Onanism	   Castration	   as	   Punishment	   for	  
Onanism	  Sliding	   and	   coasting/tearing	   off	   a	  branch/playing	   with	   a	   child/playing	  the	  piano.	   Having	   one’s	   teeth	   fall	   out	   or	   pulled	  out/baldness,	   hair-­‐cutting	   and	  beheading.	  
Relations	  of	  the	  Sexes	   The	  Genital	  (sic)	  in	  General	  Dancing,	  riding,	  being	  run	  over,	  certain	  manual	   activities,	   being	   run	  over/ladders,	   ascents	   steps	   in	   relation	  to	  their	  mounting/the	  making	  of	  a	  fire.	  
The	   little	   child,	   the	   small	   son	   or	  daughter.	  
Excluded	  from	  Bisexual	  Usage	   Aroused	  Persons	  Weapons,	  pockets	  and	  boxes.	   Wild	  animals.	  	  Some	   clarifications	   and	   comments	   need	   to	   be	  made	   about	   the	   language	   Freud	  used	   for	   some	   of	   his	   categories.	   “Relations	   of	   the	   Sexes”	   is	   a	   euphemism	   for	  sexual	  intercourse,	  while	  “Onanism”	  would	  seem	  to	  refer	  to	  masturbation	  rather	  than	  coitus	  interruptus.	  However,	  since	  the	  etymology	  of	  the	  word	  refers	  more	  to	  the	  latter	  rather	  than	  the	  former	  and	  Freud	  uses	  the	  word	  “masturbation”	  in	  The	  
Interpretation	   of	   Dreams,	   both	   meanings	   can	   be	   inferred.	   Freud	   refers	   to	  churches	  and	  chapels	  as	  being	  elements	  of	  “structural	  symbolisms”,	  but	  does	  not	  state	  what	  the	  meaning	  of	  this	  obvious	  symbolism	  might	  be.	  Finally,	  his	  literary	  and	  gender	  biased	  tendencies	  can	  clearly	  be	  seen	  in	  his	  description	  of	  male	  and	  female	   genitalia	   as	   being	   respectively	   an	   “imposing	   mechanism”	   and	  “complicated	  topography”.	  As	  will	  be	  seen	  many	  of	  these	  symbols	  are	  to	  be	  found	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  This	  does	  not	  mean,	  however,	  that	  they	  are	  necessarily	  used	  to	  symbolise	   the	  sexual	  act	  or	  sexuality.	   It	  will	  be	  shown	  that	   they	  can	  actually	  serve	  the	  purpose	  of	  allowing	  an	  unconscious	  expression	  of	  the	  different	  drives.	  	  Freud	  is	  quite	  explicit	  in	  his	  belief	  that	  the	  symbols	  contained	  in	  the	  chart	  above	  are	   related	   to	   genitalia	   and	   the	   sex	   act.	   He	  writes	   in	  A	  General	   Introduction	   to	  
Psychoanalysis:	  …It	  is	  a	  striking	  fact	  that	  the	  objects	  and	  subject	  matter	  of	  another	  sphere	  are	  represented	  by	  an	  extraordinarily	  rich	  symbolism.	  This	  is	  the	  sphere	  of	  the	   sexual	   life…	   …	   The	   great	   majority	   of	   symbols	   in	   the	   dreams	   are	   sex	  symbols…	  …The	  symbol	  interpretations,	  in	  contrast	  to	  the	  many-­‐sidedness	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of	  the	  dream	  representation,	  are	  very	  monotonous	  –	  this	  displeases	  all	  who	  deal	  with	  them,	  but	  what	  can	  one	  do?	  (Freud,	  2012:	  127).	  This	   would	   seem	   to	   indicate	   that	   Freud	   believed	   that	   interpreting	   symbols	   in	  dreams	   is	   a	   reductive	   act	   that	   takes	   away	   from	   the	   richness	   of	   dream	  interpretations	  as	  he	  expounded	  them.	   Indeed,	   in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams,	  he	  warns	  of	  this:	  I	   must	   expressly	   warn	   the	   investigator	   against	   overestimating	   the	  importance	  of	  symbols	  in	  the	  interpretation	  of	  dreams,	  restricting	  the	  work	  of	   dream	   translation	   to	   the	   translation	   of	   symbols,	   and	   neglecting	   the	  technique	  of	  utilising	  the	  associations	  of	  the	  dreamer	  (Freud,	  1997:	  239).	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  Freud	  gives	  this	  warning	  is	  that,	  by	  tying	  his	   symbolic	   elements	   so	   closely	   to	   representations	   of	   sexual	   matters,	   he	   is	  limiting	  the	  range	  of	  dream	  interpretation.	  From	  this	  perspective,	  the	  first	  dream	  he	  interpreted,	  the	  dream	  of	  Irma’s	  injection,	  can	  equally	  be	  understood	  through	  the	   imagery	  of	   teeth,	  a	  mouth	  and	  an	   injection,	  as	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  Freud’s	  own	  desire	  to	  engage	  in	  intercourse	  with	  his	  patient.	  	  Furthermore,	   by	   stating	   that	   “the	   great	  majority	   of	   symbols	   in	   dreams	   are	   sex	  symbols”,	  Freud	  has	  reduced	  the	  richness	  of	  symbolic	  activity	  in	  dreams	  and	  in	  other	  spheres	  of	  life,	  leaving	  the	  reader	  to	  bemoan	  along	  with	  him:	  “Do	   I	   really	   live	   in	   the	   midst	   of	   sex	   symbols?	   Are	   all	   the	   object	   that	  surround	  me,	  all	  the	  clothes	  I	  put	  on,	  all	  the	  things	  that	  I	  touch,	  always	  sex	  symbols,	  and	  nothing	  else?...	  …	  Where,	  in	  fact,	  are	  we	  to	  find	  the	  meaning	  of	  these	   dream	   symbols	   if	   the	   dreamer	   himself	   can	   give	   no	   information	  concerning	  them?	  (ibid:	  131).	  Indeed,	   it	   is	   my	   contention	   that	   by	   adhering	   so	   resolutely	   to	   the	   notion	   that	  symbols	  in	  dreams	  are	  concomitant	  with	  sex,	  Freud	  has	  left	  himself	  too	  open	  to	  criticism	   and	   unwarranted	   ridicule.	   If	   he	   had	   limited	   himself	   to	   the	   latter	  question	  in	  the	  above	  quotation	  and	  not	  insisted	  so	  closely	  on	  the	  symbolism	  of	  the	  sexual	  act,	  then	  the	  answer	  he	  supplies	  to	  this	  question	  would	  have	  allowed	  for	   a	   far	   broader,	   and,	   in	  my	   view,	   a	  much	   richer	   interpretation	   of	   symbols	   in	  dreams	   and	   elsewhere.	   In	   fact,	   Freud	   suggests	   as	   much	   in	   his	   reply	   to	   the	  question	  above:	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My	  answer	   is:	   “From	  many	  widely	   different	   sources,	   from	   fairy	   tales	   and	  myths,	   jokes	   and	   farces,	   from	   folklore,	   that	   is,	   the	   knowledge	   of	   the	  customs,	   usages	   and	   sayings	   and	   songs	   of	   peoples,	   from	   the	   poetic	   and	  vulgar	  language.	  Everywhere	  we	  find	  the	  same	  symbolism	  and	  in	  many	  of	  these	   instances	   we	   understand	   them	  without	   further	   information.”	   (ibid:	  131).	  His	  answer	  clearly	  shows	  an	  anthropological	  interest	  in	  symbols,	  which	  offers	  a	  far	  more	  diverse	   reading	  of	   signs	   and	   symbols	   than	   the	   limited	  one	  Freud	  has	  proposed.	   It	   is	   from	  this	  standpoint	   that	   this	   thesis	  operates.	  That	   is	  not	   to	  say	  that	   certain	   symbols	   and	   scenes	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   cannot	   be	   interpreted	   as	  having	   a	   sexual	  meaning;	   quite	   the	   opposite	   is	   in	   fact	   the	   case.	   However,	   this	  thesis	  will	  not	  be	  limited	  to	  such	  a	  narrow	  interpretation	  of	  symbolism.	  	  I	   do	   concur	   with	   Freud	   that,	   “…it	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   symbolism	   does	   not	  appertain	   especially	   to	   the	   dream,	   but	   rather	   to	   the	   unconscious	   imagination”	  (ibid:	  231).	  If	  the	  sources	  of	  symbolism	  are	  as	  varied	  and	  long	  standing	  as	  Freud	  states,	   then	   it	   is	   inevitable	   that	   there	   is	  a	  degree	  of	  unconscious	  understanding	  and	  use	  of	  such	  symbols.	  It	  is	  precisely	  this	  aspect	  of	  what	  constitutes	  conscious	  or	  unconscious	  symbolism	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  that	  this	  thesis	  is	  interested	  in.	  	  
4.8	  The	  Unconscious	  	  While	  Freud	  glances	   into	   the	  unconscious	   in	  The	   Interpretation	  of	  Dreams,	   it	   is	  only	  in	  his	  1915	  essay	  “The	  Unconscious”	  that	  he	  explores	  the	  concept	   in	  more	  depth.	   It	   is	   necessary	   at	   this	   time	   to	   examine	   Freud’s	   understanding	   of	   the	  unconscious,	   since	   this	   thesis	   will	   argue	   that	   certain	   symbolic	   aspects	   of	  Hitchcock’s	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	   are	   unconscious	   elements.	   That	   is	   to	   say,	   Hitchcock	  could	  consciously	  control	  what	  was	  filmed	  but	  was	  unaware	  that	  his	  unconscious	  had	   a	   direct	   effect	   on	   his	   object	   choices	   and	   that	   certain	   object	   relationships	  could	  have	  a	  symbolic	  interpretation	  beyond	  those	  he	  was	  consciously	  aware	  of.	  	  Freud	   examines	   the	   unconscious	   from	   two	   clear	   perspectives.	   One	   is	   the	  perspective	  of	   ideas	  and	   the	  other	   is	   that	  of	   feelings.	  He	  believed	   that	  both	  are	  expressions	  of	  drives	  which	  reside	  beyond	  language:	  
	   110 
A	  drive	  can	  never	  be	  an	  object	  of	  consciousness,	  only	  the	  idea	  representing	  it…	  …If	  drives	  were	  not	  attached	  to	  ideas	  and	  did	  not	  manifest	  themselves	  as	  emotional	  states,	  we	  could	  know	  nothing	  of	  them…	  …We	  can	  mean	  only	  a	   drive	   impulse	   whose	   ideational	   representative	   is	   unconscious,	   for	   no	  other	  possibility	  exists	  (Freud,	  2005:	  59).	  He	  states	  that	  these	  feelings	  and	  ideas	  begin	  in	  the	  unconscious	  and	  then	  move	  to	  the	   preconscious,	   where	   they	   are	   censored.	   Those	   that	   remain	   in	   the	  preconscious	  may	  or	  may	  not	   become	   conscious.	   Finally,	   before	  moving	   to	   the	  conscious	  they	  are	  subjected	  to	  a	  final	  censoring	  process:	  When	   the	   ucs	   is	   turned	   back	   by	   censorship	   at	   the	   border	   of	   the	   pcs,	  derivatives	  of	   it	   can	  circumvent	   this	  censorship,	  become	  highly	  organised	  and	   achieve	   a	   certain	   intensity	   of	   investment	   in	   the	  pcs;	   when,	   however,	  they	   cross	   this	   threshold	   of	   intensity	   and	   try	   to	   force	   their	   way	   into	  consciousness,	   they	   are	   recognised	   as	   derivatives	   of	   the	   ucs	   and	   are	  repressed	  anew	  by	  the	  censorship	  at	  the	  border	  between	  the	  pcs	  and	  the	  cs	  (ibid:	  75-­‐6).	  The	   first	   point	   to	   note	   here	   is	   that	   Freud	   is	   using	   the	   terms	  ucs,	  pcs	   and	   cs	   to	  represent	  the	  systems	  each	  of	  the	  initials	  refers	  to,	  namely	  the	  unconscious,	  the	  preconscious	  and	  the	  conscious.	  Secondly,	  a	  key	  word	  here	  is	  “repressed”,	  since	  it	   is	   through	   this	  mechanism	   that	   ideas	   and	   emotions	   are,	   according	   to	   Freud,	  returned	  to	  the	  unconscious,	  and	  seek	  to	  find	  expression	  by	  attaching	  themselves	  to	  other	  ideas	  and	  emotions.	  In	  his	  analysis	  of	  the	  anxiety	  neurosis,	  he	  notes:	  During	   some	   subsequent	   repetition	   of	   this	   process	   (the	  movement	   of	   an	  idea	  from	  the	  ucs	  to	  the	  pcs),	  a	  first	  step	  was	  taken	  towards	  mastering	  this	  undesirable	  development	  of	  anxiety.	  The	  fleeting	  investment	  attached	  itself	  to	  a	  subsequent	  idea,	  which,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  was	  related	  by	  association	  to	  the	   rejected	   idea	   and,	   on	   the	   other,	   was	   sufficiently	   remote	   from	   it	   to	  escape	  repression	  (substitution	  by	  displacement)	  (ibid:	  65).	  From	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  this	  thesis,	  this	  last	  point	  is	  important,	  since	  it	  suggests	  that	   repressed	   ideas	   can	   be	   distorted	   and	   still	   be	   expressed	   consciously.	  However,	  there	  will	  always	  be	  an	  element	  of	  the	  unconscious	  in	  the	  expression,	  something	  which	  was	  not	  intended	  to	  be	  expressed	  consciously	  but	  actually	  is.	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It	   could	   further	   be	   argued	   that,	   due	   to	   Hitchcock’s	   well-­‐documented	   anxiety	  neurosis,	  both	  in	  his	  own	  words	  and	  the	  comments	  of	  others,	  his	  filmmaking	  is	  a	  reflection	   of	   his	   anxiety	   and	   thus	   an	   expression	   of	   the	   same	   processes	   of	  repression,	   displacement	   and	   condensation	   as	   Hitchcock’s	   own	   unconscious.	  Freud	  defines	  the	  latter	  two	  of	  these	  concepts	  as	  follows:	  By	  the	  process	  of	  displacement,	  an	  idea	  can	  transfer	  the	  whole	  charge	  of	  its	  investment	  to	  another	  idea,	  or	  by	  the	  process	  of	  condensation,	  take	  on	  the	  whole	  investment	  of	  several	  others	  (ibid:	  69).	  It	   is	   evident	   from	   this	   description	   that	   an	   idea	   that	   has	   been	   displaced	   or	  condensed	  is	  a	  priori	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  the	  original	  idea	  and	  as	  such	  a	  conscious	  representation	  of	  an	  unconscious	  wish	  or	  drive.	  	  	  However,	   the	   unconscious	   and	   its	   use	   of	   displacement	   and	   condensation	   leads	  Freud	   to	   one	   final	   revelation.	   He	   comments	   on	   how	   the	   early	   stages	   of	  schizophrenia	   are	   marked	   by	   the	   patient	   confusing	   words	   or	   using	   words	   to	  express	   concepts	   other	   than	   their	   original	   signification.	   In	   other	   words,	   to	  paraphrase	  Freud,	   the	  word	   is	  more	   important	   than	  the	  object	   it	  signifies.	  This	  leads	   him	   to	   suggest	   that,	   “The	   substitute	   is	   determined	   not	   by	   the	   similarity	  between	  two	  things,	  but	  by	  their	  identity	  when	  expressed	  in	  words”	  (ibid:	  80).	  If	  the	  word	  has	  become	  more	  important	  than	  the	  object,	  then,	  according	  to	  Freud,	  the	  conscious	  acts	  at	  the	  level	  of	  language,	  while	  the	  unconscious	  does	  not	  have	  the	  same	  access	  to	  language:	  …it	  is	  rather	  that	  the	  conscious	  idea	  comprises	  both	  the	  thing-­‐idea	  and	  the	  corresponding	   word-­‐idea,	   whereas	   the	   unconscious	   idea	   consists	   of	   the	  thing-­‐idea	  alone.	  The	  ucs	  system	  contains	  the	  thing-­‐investments	  of	  objects,	  the	  first	  and	  true	  object	  investments;	  the	  pcs	  system	  comes	  into	  being	  when	  these	   thing-­‐ideas	   are	   “overinvested”	   by	   being	   linked	   with	   their	  corresponding	  word-­‐idea	  (ibid:	  83).	  This	  is	  remarkably	  similar	  to	  Saussure’s	  notion	  of	  the	  signifier	  and	  the	  signified	  first	  published	  a	  year	  later	  in	  Course	  in	  General	  Linguistics.	  Such	  a	  coincidence	  is	  not	  relevant	  here.	  What	   it	  does	  confirm	  is	  that	   if	   the	  word	  is	  separate	  from	  the	  idea	   it	   signifies,	   once	   ideas	   are	   attached	   to	   words	   and	   images,	   either	   through	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displacement	   or	   condensation,	   they	   can	   take	   on	   symbolic	   meanings	   and	   thus	  evade	  repression.	  	  This	  suggests	  that	  repressed	  notions	  and	  feelings	  from	  the	  unconscious	  can	  and	  do	  seek	  expression	  in	  the	  conscious.	  That	  they	  are	  allowed	  to	  do	  so	  is	  as	  a	  result	  of	   displacement	   and	   condensation.	   Furthermore,	   since	   their	   expression	   can	  never	   be	   a	   complete	   representation	   of	   the	   original	   idea	   or	   feeling,	   they	   are	  inevitably	   imbued	  with	   a	   symbolic	   component	   and	   it	   is	   through	   this	   symbolic	  component	   that	   the	   unconscious	   expresses	   raw	   material	   considered	  inappropriate	  by	   the	  preconscious	  and	  conscious.	   It	   is	   through	  this	  mechanism	  that	  we	  can	  explore	  unconscious	  symbolism	  in	  the	  films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock.	  	  	  	  
4.9	  Hitchcock	  and	  the	  Unconscious	  One	   way,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   in	   which	   the	   Hitchcockian	   unconscious,	   but	   not	  necessarily	  Hitchcock’s	  unconscious,	  is	  expressed	  is	  through	  what	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  conscious	  element:	  that	  of	  repetition	  across	  his	  films.	  Why	  is	  it	  that	  so	  many	  of	   Hitchcock’s	   film	   repeat	  motifs,	   symbols	   and	   settings?	   The	  main	   body	   of	   the	  thesis	  will	  be	  concerned,	  in	  part,	  with	  this	  question	  but	  at	  this	  stage	  I	  would	  like	  to	   illustrate	   this	  Freudian	  repetition	  compulsion,	  which	  he	  states	   in	  Beyond	  the	  
Pleasure	   Principle	   “must	   be	   attributed	   to	   the	   unconscious	   repressed	   content”	  (Freud,	  2011:	  61)	  with	  one	  example	  and	  that	  is	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  use	  of	  Cary	  Grant	  and	  cars.	  	  Cars	  as	  a	  dramatic	  device	  or	   rather	  a	  key	  element	  of	  plot	  development	   feature	  infrequently	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   films	   (Cf:	  Young	   and	   Innocent,	   Psycho,	   Family	   Plot).	  Yet	  each	  of	  the	  four	  films	  Hitchcock	  made	  with	  Grant	  contain	  key	  sequences	  with	  him	  driving	   or	   being	  driven	   in	   a	   car	   that	   is	   out	   of	   control.50	   	   Speaking	   of	   Cary	  Grant,	  Donald	  Spoto	  notes	  in	  The	  Dark	  Side	  of	  Genius	  that:	  Cary	  Grant…	  …	  represents	  what	  Hitchcock	  would	   like	  to	  have	  been	   (Spoto,	  1983:	  408)	  (His	  italics).	  
                                                           50	  In	  Suspicion	  Joan	  Fontaine	  perceives	  Grant’s	  apparently	  erratic	  driving	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  kill	  her.	  In	  Notorious,	  Grant	  allows	  the	  drunk	  Alicia	  to	  drive	  him	  fast	  late	  at	  night.	  In	  To	  Catch	  a	  Thief	  he	  is	  again	  driven	  at	  speed,	  this	  time	  by	  a	  sober	  Grace	  Kelly	  and	  finally	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest	  he	  is	  himself	  drunk	  at	  the	  wheel	  of	  an	  out	  of	  control	  car.	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It	   can	  be	  suggested	   therefore	   that	   this	  compulsion	   to	  repeat	   the	  same	  scenario	  involving	   Grant	   is	   really	   an	   unconscious	   expression	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   repressed	  urge	  to	  be	  in	  a	  situation	  where	  he	  has	  no	  control.	  Furthermore,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that,	   since	   both	   scenes	   involving	   women	   driving	   at	   speed	   are	   also	   an	  unconscious	   expression	   of	  Hitchcock’s	   own	   frustrated	   libido:	   unconsciously	   he	  would	   like	   the	   woman	   to	   take	   charge.	   While	   this	   might	   be	   considered	  speculation,	   it	   should	   be	   remembered	   that	   Hitchcock’s	   fears	   are	   well	  documented.	  One	  needs	  only	  to	  look	  at	  what	  Truffaut	  says	  to	  confirm	  this:	  What	   emerged,	   as	   the	   talks	   progressed,	   was	   a	   striking	   contrast	   between	  Hitchcock’s	   public	   image	   and	   his	   real	   self.	   Under	   the	   invariably	   self-­‐possessed	   and	  often	   cynical	   surface	   is	   a	   deeply	   vulnerable,	   sensitive,	   and	  emotional	  man	  who	  feels	  with	  particular	  intensity…	  The	  man	  who	  excels	  at	  filming	  fear	  is	  himself	  a	  very	  fearful	  person	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  15).	  	  I	   would	   suggest	   that	   the	   “fearful	   person”	   is	   a	   conscious	   persona,	   or	   rather	   a	  conscious	  expression	  of	   the	  unconscious	  elements.	  That	   is	   to	   say,	   the	  drives	   in	  Hitchcock	   sought	   conscious	   expression	   via	   the	   unconscious.	   The	   “fearful”	  elements	  that	  affected	  his	  drives	  might	  have	  arisen	  from	  a	  trauma	  from	  his	  Jesuit	  education,	   his	   apparent	   locking	   up	   by	   the	   police	   at	   an	   early	   age	   on	   the	  recommendation	  of	  his	  father	  and	  his	  waking	  up	  at	  a	  young	  age	  to	  realise	  that	  his	  parents	   weren’t	   in	   the	   house51.	   This	   unconscious	   fear	   of	   abandonment	   finds	  conscious	   expression	   when	   Hitchcock	   notes	   of	   his	   wife	   in	   “The	   Woman	   who	  Knows	  too	  Much”	  that:	  Next	  to	  policeman,	  I	  dread	  being	  alone.	  Alma	  knows	  that	  too.	  I	  simply	  like	  the	  woman’s	  presence	  around,	  even	  if	  I’m	  reading	  (Gottlieb,	  1997:	  52).	  While	   it	   is	   impossible	  not	   to	   speculate,	   so	  much	   anecdotal	   evidence	   from	  both	  Hitchcock	   himself	   and	   people	   he	  worked	  with	   suggest	   that	   the	   patterns	   of	   his	  conscious	   behaviour	   in	   filmic	   choices	   were	   clearly	   influenced	   by	   strong	  unconscious	  drives.	  	  
4.10	  Hitchcock	  and	  Flashbacks	  What	  needs	  to	  be	  examined	  now	  is	  how	  dreams	  are	  depicted	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  and	  what	  elements	  of	   the	  unconscious	   their	  depiction	  might	  reveal.	  The	  dream	  
                                                           51	  The	  latter	  two	  are	  anecdotes	  that	  Hitchcock	  frequently	  told.	  
	   114 
per	   se	   is	   only	  used	  as	   a	  narrative	  device	   in	   three	  Hitchcock	   films52	   and	  will	   be	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  Seven.	  	  However,	   I	   would	   contend	   that	   Hitchcock	   uses	   the	   flashback	   in	   his	   films	   in	   a	  manner	  which	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  dream	  work.	  I	  would	  categorise	  his	  flashbacks	  as	  two	  distinct	   types:	   the	   lying	   flashback	  and	   the	   traumatic	   flashback.	  The	   “lying”	  flashback	  occurs	   in	  Stage	  Fright	  and	   I	  Confess,	  whereas	  the	  traumatic	   flashback	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Spellbound	  and	  Marnie.	  	  The	   latter	   type	   shall	   be	   considered	   first	   since	   its	   purpose	   is	   lucid	   and	  demonstrably	   complies	   with	   Freudian	   thinking.	   Both	   flashbacks	   come	   at	   the	  climax	   of	   the	   film	   to	   reveal	   through	   attempted	   psychiatric	   means	   that	   the	  neuroses	   both	   protagonists	   suffer	   from	   have	   their	   roots	   in	   a	   single	   childhood	  event	  with	  tragic	  consequences.	  These	  are	  obviously	  conscious	  attempts	  on	  the	  part	   of	   Hitchcock	   and	   his	   scriptwriter	   to	   explain	   the	   symbolic	  meaning	   of	   the	  adult’s	  trauma	  when	  faced	  with	  certain	  conditions,	  namely	  the	  sight	  of	  stripes	  in	  
Spellbound	   and	   Marnie’s	   fear	   of	   red	   and	   thunder.	   Furthermore,	   the	   latter	  flashback	   clearly	   contains	   the	   sexual	   element	   that	   Freud	   believed	   was	   at	   the	  heart	  of	  adult	  neurotic	  behaviour.	  	  However,	  at	  an	  unconscious	  level,	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  the	  flashback	  of	  the	  boy	  sliding	   and	   apparently	   killing	   his	   brother	   in	   Spellbound	   has	   an	   unconscious	  expression	   of	   repression	   if	   we	   consider	   Freud’s	   own	   interpretation	   of	   dream	  symbols.	   For	  Freud	   the	   symbol	  of	   sliding	   is,	   as	   can	  be	   seen	   in	   the	   table	   above,	  representative	  of	  masturbation.	  Consequently,	  the	  supposed	  “real”	  act	  of	  sliding	  thus	  turns	  into	  a	  “dream	  representation”	  of	  masturbation,	  in	  which	  the	  small	  boy	  symbolically	   kills	   his	   brother	   for	   having	   discovered	   him	   playing	   with	   his	  genitalia.	   In	   this	   context,	   the	   boy’s	   sliding	   is	   an	   act	   of	   displacement	   in	   the	  Freudian	   sense,	   where	   one	   concept	   is	   transformed	   into	   another,	   so	   that	   the	  repressed	  material	  can	  find	  expression	  in	  the	  dream	  world.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  in	  this	  context	  how	  Dr	  Petersen	  (Ingrid	  Bergman)	  dismisses	  Mr.	  Garmes	  (Norman	  Lloyd)	   early	   in	   the	   film	   when	   he	   claims	   that	   he	   has	   killed	   his	   father	   as	  
                                                           52	  Spellbound,	  Vertigo,	  Marnie.	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“delusional”.	   By	   the	   same	   logic	   Ballantyne	   (Gregory	   Peck)	   may	   be	   equally	  delusional	   in	  his	  belief	  he	  killed	  his	  brother.	   It	   should	  be	  remembered,	   though,	  that	   it	   is	  highly	  unlikely	  that	  Hitchcock	  would	  have	  rationalised	  his	  reasons	   for	  filming	  the	  scene	  in	  this	  way.	  	  Marnie’s	   own	   flashback	   has	   all	   the	   hallmarks	   of	   pop	   psychiatry,	   where	   the	  childhood	  trauma	  explains	  the	  adult	  neuroses.	  What	  is	  most	  of	  interest,	  however,	  is	   not	   the	   content	   of	   the	   flashback	   but	   the	   technical	   means	   Hitchcock	   uses	   to	  convey	  the	  traumatic	  event.	  The	  flashback	  is	  introduced	  via	  the	  camera	  tracking	  out	  while	   simultaneously	   zooming	   in,	   a	   technique	   used	   at	   the	   end	   of	   Saboteur	  and	   in	  Vertigo.	  Here	   though	   the	   camera	   represents	   the	  horizontal	  plane	   rather	  than	  the	  vertical.	  Thus	  the	  effect	  does	  not	  represent	  moving	  through	  space,	  as	  it	  does	  in	  Saboteur	  and	  Vertigo,	  but	  rather,	  symbolically,	  through	  time	  with	  Marnie	  being	  taken	  back	  to	  confront	  the	  repressed	  content	  from	  her	  childhood.	  	  	  The	   colours	   used	   in	   the	   scene	   are	   also	   significant.	   When	   compared	   with	   the	  vibrant	   palette	   of	   reds	   and	   yellows	   and	   their	   symbolic	  meaning	   of	   danger	   and	  caution	  used	  in	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  film,	  the	  colours	  in	  the	  flashback	  are	  muted,	  almost	  sepia-­‐like	  during	  the	  initial	  long	  shot	  sequence	  before	  changing	  to	  a	  washed	  out	  1940s	   newsreel	   quality	   of	   colour	   shot	   almost	   exclusively	   in	   close	   up.	   Through	  both	  techniques	  the	  sequence	  is	  once	  again	  being	  shown	  to	  be	  in	  the	  past,	  with	  the	  long-­‐shot	  sepia	  sequence	  reminiscent	  of	  those	  Victorian	  portraits	  of	  a	  family	  
in	   situ,	   while	   the	   newsreel	   quality	   the	   suggestion	   of	   a	   reporting	   of	   the	  psychological	  truth,	  which	  is	  a	  truth	  because	  it	  is	  shot	  in	  close-­‐up.	  	  The	   “lying”	   flashback	   in	  Stage	  Fright	  has	  been	  much	  discussed,	  with	  Hitchcock	  himself	  saying	  “I	  did	  one	  thing	  in	  that	  picture	  that	  I	  never	  should	  have	  done;	  I	  put	  in	   a	   flashback	   that	   was	   a	   lie”	   (Truffaut,	   1984:	   189).	   On	   account	   of	   its	   well-­‐discussed	  notoriety,	   it	  will	  not	  be	  considered	   further	  here.	  However,	  Hitchcock	  never	   reacted	   well	   to	   negative	   criticism	   and	   his	   statement	   is	   merely	   a	  justification	  after	  the	  fact	  and	  obviously	  not	  something	  he	  took	  too	  seriously,	  as	  he	  used	  precisely	  the	  same	  narrative	  device	  of	  the	  lying	  flashback	  in	  his	  next	  film	  but	  one.	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  The	  flashback	  in	  I	  Confess	  uses	  both	  technical	  and	  narrative	  devices	  to	  express	  its	  dreamlike	   quality.	   The	   first	   point	   to	   note	   is	   of	   its	   narrative	   elements.	  What	   is	  unusual	  about	  it	  is	  that	  it	  is	  told	  in	  a	  ten-­‐minute	  voiceover	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  Ruth	  (Anne	  Baxter),	  one	  which	  supplies	  expositional	   information	  to	  both	  the	  police	   and	   the	   audience.	   The	   sequence	   ends	   with	   Ruth	   and	   Logan	   meeting	  outside	  the	  murder	  victim’s,	  Villette	  (Ovila	  Légaré),	  house,	  information	  which	  the	  audience	  is	  already	  aware	  of.	  However,	  this	  last	  setting	  is	  shot	  from	  above	  in	  long	  shot	  and,	  once	  again,	  we	  cannot	  hear	  what	  is	  being	  said.	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  the	  voiceover,	  in	  this	  ten-­‐minute	  sequence,	  has	  the	  effect	  of	  making	  the	  events	  of	  the	  flashback	  a	  dream	  in	  which	  we	  can	  see	  but	  not	  hear	  what	  is	  happening.	  It	  should	  be	  remembered	  that	   the	  dream	  in	  Spellbound	   is	  presented	   in	   the	  same	  manner	  with	  the	  voiceover	  describing	  the	  events	  we	  see.	  Thus	  Ruth	  is	  telling	  her	  version	  of	  her	  dream,	  much	  as	  the	  analysand	  reveals	  their	  version	  to	  the	  analyst	  and	  as	  such	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   simply	   her	   attempt	   to	   fulfil	   her	   wish	   to	   be	  romantically	  linked	  to	  Logan.	  	  	  Freud	   indicates	   that	  dreams	   can	   require	   little	   interpretation	  when	  he	   states	   in	  
The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	   that	  “It	   is	  easy	  to	  show	  that	  the	  wish-­‐fulfilment	  in	  dreams	  is	  often	  undisguised	  and	  easy	  to	  recognise”	  (Freud,	  1997:	  35).	  Hitchcock,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  alludes	  to	  this	  Freudian	  wish	  fulfilment	  quality	  in	  this	  flashback	  technically	   in	   his	   use	   of	   the	   slow	   motion	   descent	   of	   Ruth	   down	   the	   staircase	  when	   she	   meets	   Logan.	   This	   wish	   fulfilment	   can	   also	   be	   seen	   in	   the	   way	   the	  object	  of	  desire	  (Logan)	  is	  presented	  idealistically	  with	  a	  halo	  effect53	  around	  his	  face.	   Furthermore,	   the	   unnatural,	   low	   expressionistic	   camera	   angle	   as	   she	  descends	  the	  staircase	  also	  enhances	  this	  idea.	  	  	  The	  Superego	  in	  particular	  is	  clearly	  depicted	  in	  this	  film.	  Logan’s	  personality	  is	  one	   which	   is	   driven	   by	   it,	   as	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   the	   two	   uniforms	   he	   wears:	   the	  cassock	  and	  the	  soldier’s	  uniform.	  Furthermore,	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  when	  Ruth	  is	  asleep	   in	   (what	   she	   calls)	   the	   summerhouse,	   she	   is	   covered	   by	   Logan’s	   tunic	   -­‐	  
                                                           53	  One	  which	  also	  refers	  to	  his	  religious	  calling.	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with	   his	   medals,	   the	   primary	   symbol	   of	   the	   Superego	   for	   the	   military,	   clearly	  shown.	  	  	  Symbolically,	  the	  whole	  of	  the	  flashback	  is	  a	  representation	  of	  Ruth’s	  Id,	  not	  just	  through	   the	   use	   of	   slow	   motion,	   filters	   and	   skewed	   camera	   angles,	   but	   also,	  typically	   for	   Hitchcock,	   through	   where	   the	   kiss	   takes	   place.	   The	   reunion	   kiss	  occurs	   in	   a	  wide-­‐open	   space	   away	   from	   civilisation	   and,	   if	   this	   were	   a	   typical	  Hitchcock	   film,	   would	   suggest	   that	   the	   couple	   has	   been	   formed,	   since	   he	  frequently	   uses	   places	   away	   from	   civilisation	   to	   suggest	   a	   couple’s	   desire	   for	  each	  other.	  Thus	  the	  wilderness	  is	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  the	  Id.	  	  	  
4.11	  Closing	  Comments	  Regardless	  of	   the	   relative	  merit	  of	  Freud’s	   thinking	  as	   a	  psychoanalyst	   and	  his	  perceived	   over-­‐insistence	   on	   childhood	   sexuality	   being	   at	   the	   root	   of	   our	  personalities,	  he	  does	  supply	  paradigms	  of	  thought	  which	  are	  applicable	  not	  just	  to	   the	   films	   of	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   but	   to	   film	   in	   general.	   Thus,	   symbolic	  representations	   of	   the	   Ego,	   Superego	   and	   Id,	   and	   the	   triad,	   the	   conscious,	  preconscious	  and	  unconscious,	  can	  be	  discerned	  just	  as	  clearly	  as,	  for	  example,	  a	  Marxist	  model	  for	  interpreting	  capitalist	  discourse.	  	  	  Such	  models	  allow	  critics	  to	  discuss	  ideas	  from	  a	  clearly	  defined	  perspective	  and	  it	  is	  my	  belief	  that	  the	  conscious	  and	  unconscious	  use	  of	  symbolism	  in	  the	  films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock	  can	  be	  explored,	  with	  certain	  caveats,	  through	  these	  Freudian	  models.	  One	  of	  these	  caveats	  is	  that,	  in	  my	  view,	  this	  analysis	  of	  symbolism	  needs	  to	  be	  supported	  by,	  and	  is	  enhanced	  by,	  incorporating	  key	  Lacanian	  ideas,	  which	  are	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  next	  chapter.	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5.	  THE	  WORK	  OF	  JACQUES	  LACAN	  
5.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  Jacques	   Lacan	   is	   a	   divisive	   figure.	   Not	   just	   in	   terms	   of	   mid-­‐twentieth	   century	  psychoanalytic	  and	  academic	  thought,	  but	  also	  amongst	  21st	  century	  critics	  who	  have	   had	   the	   time,	   since	   his	   death,	   to	   dissect	   his	   work	   and	   come	   to	   some	  conclusions	   about	   his	   central	   concerns.	   These	   concerns	   were	   written	   at	   a	  moment	   in	   time,	   but	   also	   over	   time,	   with	   him	   evidencing	   a	   shifting	   stance	   in	  relation	  to	  some	  of	  his	  key	  ideas.	  	  	  This	   chapter	   describes	   certain	   key	   Lacanian	   notions	   that	   will	   be	   used	   in	   this	  thesis	  from	  a	  fixed	  perspective.	  This	  perspective	  can	  be	  relatively	  fixed,	  as	  we	  are	  now	  able	   to	   look	  back	  on	   the	  work	  of	   a	  man	  who	  continually	   shifted	  positions	  during	  his	  lifetime.	  These	  notions	  are	  then	  applied	  to	  Hitchcock’s	  Rear	  Window,	  as	  a	  sort	  of	  test	  specimen,	  to	  uncover	  some	  potential	  symbolic	  content.	  	  	  
5.2	  Mythology	  and	  Perspective	  Jacques	   Lacan’s	  work,	  which	   in	   terms	   of	   time,	   ranges	   from	   his	   doctoral	   thesis	  published	   in	  1931	   to	  his	  death	  50	  years	   later,	   concerns	   itself	  with	  what	  Lacan	  called	   a	   “return	   to	   Freud”.	   This	   return	   to	   Freud	   frequently	   evokes	   Greek	   and	  Roman	  mythology	   to	   illustrate	   points.	   It	   is	   interesting	   that	   both	  writers,	  while	  concerned	  with	   attempting	   to	   depict	   psychoanalysis	   as	   a	   science,	   should	   seek	  recourse	   to	  Greek	   and	  Roman	  mythology	   and	   the	   deterministic	   attitude	   of	   the	  gods	  on	  the	  lives	  on	  earth	  these	  mythologies	  depicted.	  	  Freud’s	   use	   of	   myths	   has	   already	   been	   discussed	   in	   the	   previous	   chapter.	  However,	   I	  would	  like	  to	  devote	  a	  few	  lines	  to	  Lacan’s	  own	  use	  of	  mythological	  figures	  to	  illustrate	  his	  ideas.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  will	  made	  clear	  below.	  	  
	  Just	   as	  Freud	  uses	   the	  underworld	  as	  a	  metaphor	   for	   the	  unconscious,	   so	  does	  Lacan,	  by	  using	  the	  myth	  of	  Euridice	  and	  Orpheus	  in	  by	  far	  the	  most	  accessible	  of	  his	  books,	  The	  Four	  Fundamental	  Concepts	  of	  Psycho-­Analysis	  (1973):	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To	  resort	  to	  a	  metaphor,	  drawn	  from	  mythology,	  we	  have,	  in	  Euridice	  twice	  lost,	   the	  most	  potent	   image	  we	   can	   find	  of	   the	   relation	  between	  Orpheus	  the	  analyst	  and	  the	  unconscious	  (Lacan,	  2004:	  25).	  	  The	   metaphor,	   however,	   is	   left	   free	   floating,	   undeveloped	   and	   unexplained,	  relying	  on	   the	   listener/reader54	   to	   interpret	   it	   as	   they	  will.	   The	  essential	   point	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  that	  just	  as	  Orpheus	  could	  not	  look	  back	  to	  see	  his	  beloved	  on	  their	  journey	  back	  from	  the	  underworld,	  so	  the	  analyst	  can	  never	  really	  gaze	  into	  the	  unconscious.	  	  	  Yet	   the	  metaphor	   can	  be	  extended	   further	   to	   include	  Lacan	  himself.	   If	  we	   look	  directly	   into	   the	  work	   of	   Lacan	   in	   either	   his	   seminars	   or	   his	  Écrits	   he	   escapes	  back	   into	   the	   underworld,	   since,	   unlike	   Freud,	   who,	   I	   believe,	   developed	   a	  relatively	   coherent	   theory	   over	   the	   course	   of	   his	   life,	  which	  was	   extended	   and	  widened,	   Lacan	   persistently	   tampers	   with	   his	   position.	   Bruce	   Fink,	   the	   most	  recent	   translator	   of	   Lacan’s	  Écrits,	   confirms	   this	   in	  Lacan	   to	   the	   Letter	   (2004),	  “Freud’s	  later	  formulations	  do	  not	  invalidate	  or	  annul	  his	  earlier	  ones.	  They	  build	  on	  them”	  (Fink,	  2004:	  67).	  In	  contrast,	  Lacan’s	  central	  ideas	  shift,	  turn	  over	  and	  contradict	  themselves	  over	  the	  course	  of	  his	  life.	  It	  is	  therefore	  almost	  impossible	  for	  me	  to	   find	  a	   fixed	  position	  on	  the	  Lacanian	  oeuvre,	   since	  Lacan’s	  position	   is	  rarely	  stable.	  This,	   in	  practical	  terms,	  means	  there	  is	  no	  definitive	  Lacan.	  While	  Freud’s	   concepts	   of,	   for	   example,	   the	   Ego,	   the	   Superego	   and	   Id	   are	   relatively	  fixed,	   Lacan’s	   definitions	   of,	   for	   example,	   the	   Symbolic	   and	   the	   Imaginary	   lack	  consistency	  and	  are	  perpetually	  worked	  on,	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  he	  seems	  to	  desire	  their	   uncertainty,	   which	   in	   turn	   leaves	   the	   reader	   in	   the	   position	   of	   lacking	   a	  settled	  perspective.	  
	  However,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  obtain	  something	  like	  a	  stable	  perspective	  on	  Lacan,	  if	  we	  refer	  once	  more	  to	  Greek	  mythology.	  The	  myth	  I	  would	  like	  to	  use	  is	  that	  of	  Perseus.	   Through	   the	   use	   of	   his	   shield	   as	   a	  mirror,	   he	  was	   able	   to	   look	   at	   the	  Gorgon,	  Medusa,	  and	  to	  cut	  off	  her	  head.	  	  	  
                                                           54	  Lacan’s	  preferred	  method	  of	  discourse	  was	  through	  seminars.	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This	  has	  implications	  for	  how	  the	  body	  of	  Lacan’s	  work	  can	  be	  explored.	  Philippe	  Julien	   writing	   in	   Jacques	   Lacan’s	   Return	   to	   Freud	   (1994)	   discusses	   precisely	  Lacan’s	   shifting	   position	   and	   notes	   that	   his	   3rd	   definition	   of	   the	   Mirror	   Stage	  dates	  to	  1966:	  Jubilation	  (in	  recognising	  the	  reflection)	  does	  not	  come	  from	  resolution	  of	  an	   organic	   or	  motor	   lack,	   but	   from	   elsewhere:	   “What	   is	   operating	   in	   the	  triumphant	   assumption	   of	   the	   body	   image	   in	   the	   mirror	   is	   the	   most	  evanescent	  of	  all	  objects…	  …	  as	  to	  appear	  only	  in	  the	  margins:	  the	  exchange	  of	   looks,	  manifest	   in	  the	  child’s	  turning	  toward	  the	  one	  who,	   in	  some	  way	  or	  other,	  is	  helping	  him,	  even	  if	  he	  is	  merely	  there	  at	  his	  game.”	  The	   significance	   of	   this:	   the	   child	   not	   only	   sees	   but	   also	   knows	   that	   it	   is	  seen,	  knows	  that	   it	   is	   the	  object	  of	   the	  Other’s	   look…	  …The	  stake	  was	  not	  the	  mastery	  through	  vision,	  but	  the	  scopic	  object	  as	  objet	  petit	  a,	  which	  may	  be	  lacking	  from	  the	  field	  of	  the	  Other.	  What	  sort	  of	  lack	  would	  this	  be?	  Not	  the	   symbolic	   lack…	   …but	   a	   lack	   in	   the	   imaginary…	   …Here	   in	   this	   empty	  place,	  in	  this	  blindspot,	  the	  objet	  petit	  a,	  the	  gaze,	  can	  situate	  itself	  (Julien,	  1994:	  161).	  This	  has	  significance	  in	  developing	  the	  metaphor	  of	  Perseus’s	  mirrored	  shield,	  by	  using	   the	  words	  of	  other	   critics	  as	  a	  means	  of	   examining	   the	  Gorgon’s	  head	  or	  rather	  Lacanian	  thought.	  For	  what	  this	  does	  is	  allow	  us	  to	  reveal	  cohesion	  in	  the	  mirrored	   image	   which	   is	   lacking	   in	   Lacan’s	   utterances.	   Thus,	   by	   focusing	   our	  gaze	   on	   the	  mirrored	   image	   of	   other	   critics,	   we	   can	   get	   a	   clearer	   depiction	   of	  Lacanian	  thought55.	  	  	  This	  bringing	  into	  focus	  through	  the	  lenses	  of	  other	  critics	  is	  necessary	  because	  the	  original	  can	  lack	  clarity,	  or	  even	  be	  opaque,	  in	  the	  original	  French.	  Bruce	  Fink	  persistently	  refers	  to	  this,	  so	  much	  so	  that	  he	  seems	  to	  be	  apologising	  on	  Lacan’s	  behalf	   in	   Lacan	   to	   the	   Letter.	   He	   even	   goes	   so	   far	   as	   to	   suggest	   that	   Lacan’s	  obtuseness	  reflects	  a	  neurosis	  within	  Lacan’s	  personality:	  
                                                           55	  This	  approach	  is	  not	  unique.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  Routledge	  Critical	  Thinkers	  series,	  Sean	  Homer	  has	  written	  a	  volume	  on	  Jacques	  Lacan.	  It	  is	  described	  as	  follows:	  “The	  book	  covers	  the	  full	  extent	  of	  Lacan’s	  career	  and	  provides	  an	  accessible	  guide	  to	  Lacanian	  concepts	  and	  his	  writing.”	  However,	  in	  its	  139	  pages,	  Homer	  uses	  quotes	  by	  Lacan	  on13	  occasions.	  What	  he	  does	  do	  though,	  is	  use	  other	  authors	  to	  explain	  Lacan.	  In	  fact,	  he	  uses	  27	  other	  authors	  to	  delineate	  his	  own	  understanding	  of	  Lacan.	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Those	  who	  have	  been	  reading	  Lacan	  for	  some	  time	  know	  how	  frustrating	  it	  can	  be	  to	  locate	  a	  particular	  thesis	  about,	  say,	  anxiety,	  and	  build	  on	  it	  and	  attempt	   to	   apply	   it	   clinically.	   Is	   this	   a	   neurotic	   strategy	   on	   Lacan’s	   part:	  avoidance?	   Is	  he	  avoiding	  being	  pinned	  down	  because	  that	  would	  require	  him	   to	   take	   a	   stand,	   to	   put	   it	   all	   on	   the	   line	  with	   a	   particular	   thesis	   and	  argument,	   and	   thus	   expose	   himself	   to	   castration	   (that	   is,	   limitation,	  critique,	  and	  the	  like?)	  I	  do	  not	  think	  neurotic	  avoidance	  can	  be	  ruled	  out	  so	  easily	  (Fink,	  2004:	  66).	  How	   far	   this	   “neurotic	   avoidance”	  was	   in	   practice	   a	   conscious	   or	   unconscious	  strategy	   in	   Lacan’s	   work	   is	   of	   course	   open	   to	   debate.	   However,	   it	   cannot	   be	  denied	  that	  reading	  Lacan	  can	  be	  construed	  as	  a	  Herculean	  task	  in	  itself.	  	  
	  
5.3	  Style	  in	  Speech	  and	  Writing	  Lacan’s	  writings	  are	  mostly	  collected	  in	  Écrits.	  However,	  most	  of	  his	  ideas	  were	  verbalised	   rather	   than	  written	   and	   are	   collected	   together	   in	   the	   Seminars	   and	  
The	   Four	   Fundamental	   Concepts	   of	   Psycho-­Analysis.	  The	  way	   Lacan	   approaches	  writing	  and	  speaking	  and	  their	  efficacy	  reveals	  a	  distrust	  of	  the	  written	  word	  and	  a	   favouring	   of	   the	   spoken	   word	   as	   a	   means	   of	   communication.	   Lacan	   has	   the	  following	  to	  say	  on	  writing	  in	  Écrits:	  Writing	  is	  in	  fact	  distinguished	  by	  a	  prevalence	  of	  the	  text	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  we	  will	  see	  this	  factor	  of	  discourse	  take	  on	  here	  –	  which	  allows	  for	  the	  kind	  of	  tightening	  up	  that	  must,	  to	  my	  taste,	   leave	  the	  reader	  no	  other	  way	  out	  than	  the	  way	  in,	  which	  I	  prefer	  to	  be	  difficult	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  493).	  Why	  this	  way	  should	  be	  “difficult”	  is	  open	  to	  conjecture	  and	  is	  perhaps	  another	  clue	  to	  revealing	  the	  Lacanian	  neurosis	  mentioned	  above.	  However,	  Lacan	  would	  seem	   to	  be	   attempting	   to	   suggest	   that	   his	  writing	   aims	   at	   being	   interpreted	   in	  only	  one	  possible	  way:	  his	  way.	  Funk	  suggests	  of	  the	  same	  passage	  that:	  	  Lacan	  seems	  to	  be	  suggesting	  that	  in	  writing,	  he	  can	  close	  up	  all	  the	  holes	  in	  his	  discourse,	  leaving	  only	  one	  point	  of	  entry,	  only	  one	  hole	  or	  orifice,	  so	  to	  speak.	  The	  wish	  for	  a	  certain	  control	  over	  the	  reader	  seems	  quite	  plain	  here	  (Fink,	  2004:	  65).	  Therefore,	  we	  are	  supposed	  to	  follow	  Lacan	  down	  the	  hole	  of	  the	  text	  into	  what	  he	   considers	   to	   be	   his	   point(s)	   of	   certainty.	   This	   desire	   of	   Lacan’s	   is	   clearly	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implausible	   as,	   once	   again,	   a	   rereading	   of	   Roland	   Barthes’	   “The	   Death	   of	   the	  Author”	  supports:	  To	  give	  a	  text	  an	  Author	  is	  to	  impose	  a	  limit	  on	  that	  text,	  to	  furnish	  it	  with	  a	  final	  signified,	  to	  close	  the	  writing	  (Rice	  et	  al,	  2001:	  188).56	  While	   this,	   on	   first	   viewing,	  might	   seem	  broadly	   to	   support	   Lacan’s	   intentions,	  the	   use	   of	   the	   word	   “impose”	   suggests	   the	   undesirability	   of	   such	   an	   attempt.	  Barthes	   seems	   to	   be	   suggesting	   that	   a	   multiplicity	   of	   signifieds	   is	   not	   only	  inevitable,	  it	  is	  desirable	  and	  this	  multiplicity	  is	  created	  through	  the	  readers	  of	  a	  text:	  	  Thus	   is	   revealed	   the	   total	   existence	  of	  writing:	   a	   text	   is	  made	  of	  multiple	  writings,	  drawn	  from	  many	  cultures	  and	  entering	  into	  mutual	  relations	  of	  dialogue,	   parody,	   contestation,	   but	   there	   is	   one	   place	   where	   this	  multiplicity	  is	  focused	  and	  that	  place	  is	  the	  reader,	  not…	  …	  the	  author	  (ibid:	  189).	  This	  responsibility	  is	  one	  that	  Fink	  points	  out	  few	  readers	  are	  prepared	  to	  accept	  in	  relation	  to	  Lacan:	  He	  wants	  to	  write	  in	  such	  a	  way	  that	  we	  either	  crawl	  right	  up	  into	  his	  head	  or	   belly	   or	   anus	   (we	   can	   probably	   take	   our	   pick)	   and	   follow	   his	   every	  theoretical	   gyration,	   or	  we	   throw	   his	   book	   down	   in	   disgust	  within	   a	   few	  minutes,	  which	   is,	   in	   fact,	  what	  happens	  with	  a	  great	  many	  readers	  (Fink,	  2004:	  65).	  What	  is	  paradoxical	  about	  Fink’s	  thoughts	  here	  is	  that	  he	  offers	  us	  three	  possible	  vantage	   points	   from	  which	   to	   “be”	   Lacan	   as	   opposed	   to	   the	   “one”	   he	   suggests	  Lacan	  wants	  us	  to	  observe	  from.	  	  	  If	  Lacan	  has	  a	  distrust	  of	  writing,	  his	  attitude	  to	  speech	  is	  quite	  the	  contrary:	  And	  how	  could	  the	  contemporary	  psychoanalyst	  not	  sense,	  in	  coming	  upon	  speech,	   that	   he	   had	   reached	   this	   domain,	   when	   it	   is	   from	   speech	   that	  analytic	  experience	  receives	  its	  instrument,	  its	  frame,	  its	  material,	  and	  even	  the	  background	  noise	  of	  its	  uncertainties?	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  494).	  
                                                           56	  While	  this	  quote	  has	  been	  used	  in	  Chapter	  Three,	  it	  is	  equally	  relevant	  here	  as,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  it	  indicates	  that	  both	  Lacan	  and	  Metz,	  despite	  their	  insistence	  on	  the	  primacy	  of	  the	  word,	  actually	  distrusted	  it	  as	  a	  means	  of	  communication.	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For	   once,	   the	   content	   of	   this	   quote	   is	   relatively	   clear.	   This,	   though,	   is	   not	   my	  point	  of	  focus.	  What	  is,	  however,	  is	  that	  stylistically	  it	  reveals	  one	  of	  Lacan’s	  most	  frequently	  used	  discourse	  devices:	  the	  rhetorical	  question.	  It	  can	  surely	  not	  be	  a	  coincidence	  that	  this	  stylistic	  device	  is	  frequently	  used	  by	  other	  “Lacanians”	  and	  one	  I	  would	  suggest	  overused	  by	  the	  cultural	  commentator	  who	  combines	  Lacan,	  Freud	  and	  cinema:	  Slavoj	  Žižek.	  	  Why	  is	  the	  rhetorical	  question	  so	  prevalent	  amongst	  Lacanians?	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  it	  is	  because	  the	  reader	  is	  forced	  by	  the	  supposedly	  immutable	  logic	  that	  the	  Lacanian	  has	  put	   forward	   to	   concede	   that	   the	  point	   they	   are	  making	   is	   a	   valid	  one,	  regardless	  of	  whether	  it	  is	  or	  not.	  It	  places	  the	  writer	  in	  a	  position	  of	  power	  over	   the	   reader,	   from	   the	   vantage	   point	   of	   assumed	   knowledge.	   The	   Lacanian	  who	  writes	  in	  this	  fashion	  is	  daring	  the	  reader	  to	  disagree.	  	  
	  The	   rhetorical	   question	   serves	   a	   further	   purpose,	   which	   is	   exemplified	   in	   the	  Lacanian	   concept	   of	   the	   master,	   the	   person	   so	   wise	   and	   so	   beyond	   moral	  reproach	   that	   his	   every	   utterance	   is	   deemed	   truth.	   For	   Lacan	   the	   modern	  equivalent	  of	  this	  ancient	  concept	  was	  the	  analyst	  who:	  …assumes	  the	  position	  in	  his	  symbolic	  relationship	  with	  the	  subject,	  of	  that	  personage	   –	   very	  much	   obliterated	   as	   a	   result	   of	   our	   historical	   decline	   –	  who	  is	  the	  master,	  the	  moral	  master,	  the	  master	  who	  raises	  the	  ignorant	  to	  the	   level	  of	   fundamental	  human	   relations	  and	  arranges	   for	  him	  what	  one	  might	  call	  access	  to	  consciousness,	  indeed	  even	  to	  wisdom,	  in	  his	  grasp	  of	  the	  human	  condition	  (ibid:	  493).	  There	  are	  at	   least	   three	  points	   to	  be	  made	   in	  relation	   to	   this	  quotation.	  Firstly,	  Lacan	  seems	  to	  be	  implying	  with	  his	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “decline”	  that	  humanity	  has	  not	  improved	  its	  intellectual	  capacity	  and	  has	  indeed	  reversed	  it	  since	  the	  dawn	  of	  Athenian	  democracy	  and	  Themistocles	  and	  Pericles,	  to	  whom	  he	  refers	  in	  his	  second	  book	  of	  Seminars:	  In	  their	  own	  register,	  they	  discovered	  what	  true	  opinion	  means.	  They	  are	  at	  the	  heart	  of	   this	  historical	  reality…	  …	  To	  give	   the	  reply	   that	  one	  has	   to	   in	  response	  to	  an	  event	  insofar	  as	  it	  is	  significant,	  insofar	  as	  it	  a	  function	  of	  a	  symbolic	   exchange	   between	   human	   beings…	   …is	   to	   give	   the	   right	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interpretation.	   And	   to	   give	   the	   right	   interpretation	   at	   the	   right	   moment,	  that’s	  to	  be	  a	  good	  analyst	  (Lacan,	  1991:	  20).	  Lacan’s	   master	   is	   a	   master	   in	   the	   sense	   of	   the	   ancient	   Greek	   “patriarkhes”	   or	  ruling	   father,	  of	  whom	  Themistocles	  and	  Pericles	  are	  examples.	  This	   inevitably	  invokes	   the	   modern	   word	   “patriarchy”	   and	   thus	   places	   Lacan’s	   master	   in	   the	  position	  of	  the	  patriarch,	  with	  its	  modern,	  negative,	  feminist,	  meaning.	  Therefore,	  Lacan	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  encouraging	  and	  reinforcing	  traditional	  patriarchal	  views	  at	  a	  time	  when	  these	  views	  were	  being	  openly	  questioned.	  	  The	   final	   point	   to	   be	   raised	   in	   relation	   to	   Lacan’s	   comment	   on	   the	   analyst	   as	  master	   can	   be	   revealed	   by	   two	   short	   quotes	   from	   Lacan.	   The	   first	   is	   from	   the	  preface	   to	   the	   English	   language	   version	   of	   The	   Four	   Fundamental	   Concepts	   of	  
Psychoanalysis,	  the	  latter	  from	  a	  lecture	  given	  in	  Vienna	  in	  1955:	  “All	  I	  can	  do	  is	  tell	   the	  truth”,	  and	  “I,	   truth,	  am	  speaking.”	  These	  two	  utterances,	  as	  well	  as	   the	  positioning	   of	   the	   analyst	   and,	   by	   proxy,	   himself	   as	   the	   master	   suggest	   an	  arrogance	  befitting	  the	  narcissist	  as	  described	  by	  Freud	  in	  On	  Narcissism:	  This	   extension	   (narcissism)	   of	   the	   libido	   theory…	   …receives	  reinforcement…	  …from	   our	   observations	   of…	  …	   primitive	   peoples…	  …we	  find	   characteristics	  which,	   if	   they	   occurred	   singly,	  might	   be	   put	   down	   to	  megalomania:	  an	  over-­‐estimation	  of	  the	  power	  of	  their	  wishes	  and	  mental	  acts,	   the	   “omnipotence	   of	   thoughts”,	   a	   belief	   in	   the	   thaumaturgic	   force	   of	  words,	   and	   a	   technique	   for	   dealing	   with	   the	   external	   world	   –	   “magic”	   –	  which	   appears	   to	   be	   a	   logical	   application	   of	   these	   grandiose	   premises	  (Freud,	  2013:	  6).	  While	   the	   quote	   was	   used	   in	   the	   chapter	   on	   Freud	   as	   a	   wry	   description	   that	  Freud’s	   critics	  might	   use	   about	   his	  writings,	   it	   seems	   even	  more	   apposite	   as	   a	  description	  of	  Lacan,	  whose	  utterances	   reveal	  an	  almost	   shamanistic	  quality	  of	  speaking	  in	  tongues.	  This	  narcissistic	  arrogance	  is	  one	  that	  is	  seemingly	  shared	  with	   some	   of	   Lacan’s	   supporters.	   Phillipe	   Julien	   describes	   the	   concept	   of	   the	  master	  analyst	  as	  follows:	  Isn’t	  the	  analyst,	  with	  his	  or	  her	  gift	  of	  speech	  at	  just	  the	  right	  moment…	  …	  isn’t	   it	   the	  analyst	  who	  embodies…	  …	  the	  charismatic	  power	  necessary	   to	  bring	   about	   a	   community	   above	   and	   beyond	   the	   rational	   power	   of	   a	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modern	   scientific	   association	   founded	   on	   knowledge	   and	   technology?	  (Julien,	  1994:	  60).	  The	   first	   thing	  of	  note	   is	   the	  use	  of	   the	  rhetorical	  question,	  as	  discussed	  above,	  with	   its	   assumption	   that	  we,	   humble	   readers,	  will	   inevitable	   concur	  with	   such	  wisdom.	  However,	   it	   is	  his	  use	  of	   the	  adjective	   “charismatic”	  with	  no	  apparent	  sense	  of	  irony	  that	  reveals	  the	  arrogance	  that	  it	  contains.	  	  It	   is	   certain	   that	   Robert	   J.	   C.	   Young	  would	   concur	   since	   he	   describes	   Lacan	   as	  follows	   in	  his	   essay	   “The	   Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  was	  a	  Gothic	  Novel”	  already	  referred	  to	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter:	  Freud’s	   humorous	   spoof	   has	   only	   been	   bettered	   in	   recent	   years	   by	   the	  French	  writer	  and	  “psychoanalyst”,	   Jacques	  Lacan,	  who	  began	  by	  working	  within	   the	   orthodox	   psychoanalytic	   institution	   and	   gradually	   discovered	  that	   the	  more	   impenetrable	   he	  made	   his	   language,	   the	  more	   obscure	   his	  writings,	  and	  the	  more	  he	  insulted	  his	  audiences,	  the	  greater	  the	  reverence	  in	  which	  he	  was	  held	  (Marcus	  et	  al,	  2013:	  208).	  The	  key	  word	  here	  is	  “reverence”	  which	  will	  be	  understood	  as	  if	  it	  were	  a	  form	  of	  address	  for	  a	  member	  of	  the	  clergy.	  This,	  in	  turn,	  could	  be	  said	  to	  make	  Lacan	  an	  immodest	  Druid	  of	  dissimulation.	  	  
5.4	  Applying	  Lacan	  	  However,	   there	  are	   certain	   ideas	  within	  Lacan’s	   thinking,	  which,	  while	   they	  do	  not	   remain	   consistent	   over	   the	   years	   of	   his	   teaching,	   are	   of	   great	   use	   in	   the	  preparation	   of	   this	   thesis.	   These	   will	   now	   be	   addressed.	   Since	   the	   film	   Rear	  
Window	  is	  not	  part	  of	  the	  corpus	  of	  the	  second	  “applied”	  part	  of	  this	  thesis,	  but	  nonetheless	   a	   film	   which	   reveals	   many	   examples	   of	   different	   forms	   of	  symbolism,	  reference	  will	  be	  made	  to	  it	  here	  to	  exemplify	  Lacanian	  notions.	  	  	  It	   is	  now	  35	  years	  since	  Lacan	  died	  and	  critical	  appreciation	  of	  his	  work	   is	  still	  divided.	  What	   the	   ensuing	   passage	   of	   time	   has	   done	   is	   allow	   for	   the	   academic	  psychoanalyst	  to	  condense	  his	  ideas	  into	  a	  coherent	  form.	  	  This	  coherent	  form	  is	  inevitably	  a	  transformation	  into	  something	  different,	  something	  which	  illustrates	  the	  critics’	  own	  understanding	  of	  Lacanian	  concepts.	  Žižek	  uses	  Lacanian	  ideas	  to	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make	  observations	  on	  culture,	  Fink	  attempts	  to	  return	  to	  the	  letter	  of	  the	  Lacan’s	  words	  in	  his	  work	  on	  Lacan.	  57	  	  Lionel	  Bailly,	  however,	  who	  is	  an	  Honorary	  Senior	  Lecturer	  in	  Psychoanalysis	  at	  University	   College	   London	   and	   a	   Consultant	   Psychiatrist,	   has	   written,	   in	   my	  opinion,	   by	   far	   the	   clearest	   exposition	   of	   Lacanian	   thoughts	   in	   the	  inappropriately	   named	   Beginners	   Guides:	   Lacan.	   	   It	   is	   with	   recourse	   to	   this	  particular	  mirror	  that	  this	  section	  of	  the	  thesis	  will	  gaze	  at	  the	  Gorgon’s	  head.58	  	  Much	   of	   Jacques	   Lacan’s	   work	   was	   concerned	   with	   psychoanalysis	   from	   the	  perspective	   of	   linguistics.	   As	   he	   noted	   of	   the	   role	   of	   the	   psychoanalyst	   in	  The	  
Seminar	  of	  Jacques	  Lacan:	  If	   psychoanalysis	   means	   anything,	   it	   is	   that	   he	   is	   already	   engaged	   in	  something	  which	  has	  a	  relation	  with	  language	  without	  being	  identical	  to	  it,	  and	  that	  he	  has	  to	  find	  his	  way	  about	  in	  it	  –	  the	  universal	  discourse	  (Lacan,	  1991:	  283).	  This	  thesis	  has	  little	  interest	  in	  exploring	  Hitchcock	  from	  this	  perspective	  but	  it	  must	  acknowledge	   that	   certain	  of	  his	   ideas	  have	  been	  used	  by	  Robert	  Samuels	  and	   Slavoj	   Žižek	   to	   interpret	   the	   films	   and	   Hitchcock	   himself.	   These	   are	  essentially	   the	   mirror	   stage	   and	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	   Imaginary,	   the	  Symbolic	  and	  the	  Real.	  	  	  
                                                           57	  It	  is	  somewhat	  paradoxical	  but	  perhaps	  not	  surprising	  that	  Lacanian	  psychoanalytic	  practice	  involves	  using	  as	  few	  words	  as	  possible.	  According	  to	  Bailly:	  	  A	  Lacanian	  analyst	  does	  not	  enter	  into	  dialogue,	  except	  as	  a	  completely	  opaque	  mirror;	  a	  Lacanian	  analyst	  would	  not	  be	  “sympathetic”	  or	  tell	  the	  patient	  how	  she/he	  (the	  analyst)	  feels	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  178).	  
58 It is not by chance that the framing metaphor for this chapter is Perseus and his pursuit of Medusa’s 
head and his use of a mirror to “see” the Gorgon since the same myth has been used in relation to Rear 
Window. John A. Bertolini, in his essay “Rear Window, or the Reciprocated Glance”, published in 
Framing Hitchcock, notes: 
Behind the tie between the photographer and the dancer lies the myth of the Medusa, the woman 
with snakes for hair (the dancer’s lithe movements) whose threat to her male adversary, the 
power to give him an erection or turn him to stone (Jeffries’ broken leg in a cast), can only be 
deflected by the use of a mirror-shield (Jeffries will save himself by blinding his would be 
murderer with his flash gun – his professional shield (Gottlieb et al.: 237). 
It should also be remembered that Mr Thorwald is Perseus, since it is he who cuts off his own 
particular Gorgan’s head: Mrs.Thorwald. 	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There	  are	  two	  other	  areas	  of	  Lacanian	  thinking	  that	  are	  related	  to	  this	  thesis	  and	  they	   are	   the	   L’objet	   petit	   a,	   the	   desirable	   essence	   of	   an	   object,	   which	   will	   be	  discussed	  later	  and	  the	  notions	  of	   la	  parole	  vide	  and	   la	  parole	  pleine.	  These	  last	  two	   notions	   are	   of	   fundamental	   importance,	   as	   they	   describe	   a	   filmmaker’s	  apparent	  intentions	  for	  their	  audiences	  and	  a	  critic’s	  analysis	  of	  the	  filmmaker’s	  intentions	  and	  so	  they	  will	  now	  be	  discussed.	  	  
5.5	  Parole	  Vide/	  Parole	  Pleine	  The	  notions	  of	  la	  parole	  vide	  (empty	  speech)	  and	  la	  parole	  pleine	  (full	  speech)	  are	  Lacan’s	   terms	   for	   how	   the	   analysand	   approaches	   a	   psychoanalytic	   session	   and	  how	  the	  Lacanian	  analyst	  should	  approach	  the	  same	  session.	  Bice	  Benvenuto	  and	  Roger	  Kennedy	  note,	  in	  The	  Works	  of	  Jacques	  Lacan	  (1986),	  that:	  The	  patient	  comes	  with	  all	  his	  demands,	  his	  expectations,	  his	  familiar	  ways	  of	  talking,	  and	  his	  way	  of	  addressing	  his	  interlocutor.	  He	  wishes	  the	  analyst	  to	  reply	  to	  his	  speech	  at	  the	  Imaginary	  level	  (Benvenuto	  et	  al,	  1986:	  82/3).	  This	  description	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  analogy	  for	  the	  film-­‐watching	  process.	  What	   is	   happening,	   at	   a	   conscious	   level,	   is	   that	   the	   patient	   or	   filmmaker	   has	  certain	  intentions	  which	  they	  want	  the	  interlocutor	  or	  audience	  to	  react	  to	  on	  a	  sensory,	  that	  is	  Imaginary,	  level	  and	  codified,	  through	  language,	  at	  the	  Symbolic	  level.	  	  	  This	  can	  be	  perceived,	  in	  relation	  to	  Hitchcock,	  in	  an	  interview	  with	  Janet	  Maslin	  in	   1972.	   He	   replied,	   when	   asked	   whether	   one	   of	   the	   character’s	   dislike	   of	  Margaritas	  in	  Frenzy	  reflected	  his	  own,	  in	  his	  familiar	  way	  of	  talking:	  No,	  no.	  I’m	  a	  professional:	  I	  don’t	  put	  my	  personal	  feelings	  into	  pictures.	  I	  don’t	   indulge	  myself	  –	  I	  don’t	  make	  pictures	  to	  please	  me.	  I	  make	  them	  to	  please	  audiences	  (Gottlieb,	  2003:	  113).	  This	  is	  clearly	  an	  example	  of	  parole	  vide.	  Hitchcock	  has	  his	  way	  of	  addressing	  his	  audience	   and	   his	   expectations	   as	   to	   how	   they	   will	   react.	   Furthermore,	  unconsciously,	  he	  wants	  his	   audience	   to	   react	   at	   the	   Imaginary	   level,	   that	   is	   to	  say,	  with	  the	  senses	  and	  at	  a	  level	  that	  makes	  the	  audience	  an	  “ally	  of	  his	  Ego”,	  as	  Benvenuto	  et	  al.	  describes	  the	  analyst	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  analysand,	  when	  parole	  
vide	  is	  utilised.	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However,	   the	   analyst	   or	   film	   critic	   needs	   to	   be	   aware	   that	   communication	   is	  taking	   place	   at	   other	   levels.	   Lacan	   was	   of	   the	   opinion	   that,	   in	   psychoanalysis,	  “speech	   is	   the	   dimension	   by	   which	   the	   subject’s	   desire	   are	   expressed	   and	  articulated”	  (Benvenuto	  et	  al.:	  83),	  which,	  from	  the	  film	  analyst’s	  point	  of	  view	  is	  inaccurate	  when	  looking	  at	  a	  director’s	  work,	  since	  everything	  in	  the	  film,	  from	  camera	  position,	  the	  use	  of	  sound,	  costumes	  etc.	  is	  scripted.	  Yet	  Lacan’s	  notion	  of	  
parole	  pleine	   is	  applicable	  to	  film	  analysis,	  since	  it	  conforms	  with	  the	  following,	  according	  to	  Benvenuto:	  …	  the	  analyst	  should	  reply	  on	  another	  level,	  the	  Symbolic	  level,	  where	  the	  patient’s	  speech	  is	  appealing	  to	  the	  truth,	  and	  where	  there	  is	  the	  possibility	  of	  the	  realisation	  of	  “full	  speech”	  (la	  parole	  pleine)(Benvenuto	  et	  al,	  1986:	  83).	  With	  this	  in	  mind,	  the	  film	  analyst	  should	  be	  looking	  at	  the	  films	  under	  study,	  not	  from	  the	  reactive	  point	  of	  view	  of	   the	   Imaginary,	  but	   the	  proactive	  view	  of	   the	  Symbolic.	  They	  can	  then	  look	  beyond	  what	  the	  filmmaker	  states	  their	  conscious	  intentions	  are	  to	  reveal	  patterns	  that	  come	  from	  the	  subconscious	  and,	  perhaps	  reveal	  elements	  of	  the	  unconscious	  as	  well.	  	  Peter	  Bogdanovich	  seems	  well	  aware	  of	  this	  in	  his	  interview	  with	  Howard	  Hawks	  in	  Who	  the	  Devil	  Made	  It	  concerning	  To	  Have	  and	  Have	  Not	  (1944):	  
It’s	   been	   said	   that	   the	   picture	   is	   implicitly	   antifascist	   in	   that	   the	   only	   time	  
Bogart	  actually	  takes	  action	  is	  when	  friends	  of	  his	  are	  prevented	  from	  having	  
their	  individual	  freedom.	  I	  don’t	  even	  know	  what	  “antifascist”	  is,	  so	  I	  couldn’t	  tell	  you.	  
Since	  it	  was	  made	  during	  the	  war…	  I’m	  never	  interested	  in	  those	  things	  at	  all	  you	  know.	  
Then	  what	  was	  the	  picture	  for	  you?	  As	  far	  as	  I	  was	  concerned	  the	  whole	  thing	  was	  just	  the	  background	  for	  a	  love	  story	  in	  an	  unusual	  place.	  (Bogdanovich,	  1997:	  332).	  Here	  Hawks,	  like	  Hitchcock	  above,	  responds	  with	  parole	  vide;	  whether	  or	  not	  it	  is	  the	  parole	  vide	  of	  ignorance,	  sarcasm	  or	  irony	  is	  open	  to	  debate.	  However,	  these	  are	  the	  spoken	  words	  which	  Bogdanovich	  has	  transcribed	  and	  thus	  they	  serve	  as	  evidence	  of	  a	  lack	  of	  intellectualisation	  on	  Hawk’s	  part.	  In	  Framing	  Hitchcock,	  Jay	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Preston	  Allen,	  who	  wrote	  the	  screenplay	  for	  Marnie,	  alludes	  to	  the	  parole	  pleine,	  or	  analysis,	  that	  critics	  indulge	  in:	  	  I’ve	  been	  in	  the	  business,	  both	  theatre	  and	  film,	  for	  well	  over	  fifty	  years	  and	  I	  don’t	  remember	  ever	  meeting	  an	   intellectual	  –	   I’ve	  met	  a	   lot	  of	  very	  bright	  people,	  clearly,	  obviously	  –	  but	  artists	  tend	  not	  to	  intellectualise	  their	  work.	  It	  comes	  from	  the	  gut.	  It	  comes	  from	  instinct.	  It	  comes	  largely	  as	  a	  surprise	  to	  the	   artist	   themselves.	   Very	   little	   analysis	   goes	   into	   it.	   I	   think	   Hitch	  would	  have	  loved	  all	  this…	  …But	  I	  think	  it	  would	  have	  made	  him	  giggle	  (Gottlieb	  et	  
al,	  2002:	  209).	  It	  would	  be	  my	  contention	   that	   “gut”	  or	   “instinct”	   in	   this	  discourse	   function	  as	  synonyms	  for	  the	  unconscious.	  As	  a	  result,	  parole	  pleine	  analysis	  is	  one	  method	  in	  which	  the	  unconscious	  intentions	  of	  Hitchcock	  can	  be	  explored.	  	  
	  
5.6	  The	  Mirror	  Stage	  and	  Beyond	  Lacan’s	   idea	   of	   the	   mirror	   stage	   is	   perhaps	   the	   simplest	   of	   his	   concepts	   to	  comprehend.	  It	  consists	  of	  the	  infant	  first	  identifying	  themselves	  in	  a	  mirror.	  The	  important	   point	   is	   that	   they	   are	   identifying	  with	   an	   external	   image	   and	   that	   it	  takes	   place	   at	   a	   time	   before	   language	   is	   acquired	   and	   is	   of	   course	   inaccurate,	  because	  it	  is	  a	  mirror	  image.	  As	  Lacan	  points	  out	  in	  Écrits:	  But	  the	  important	  point	  is	  that	  this	  form	  situates	  the	  agency	  known	  as	  the	  ego,	   prior	   to	   its	   social	   determination,	   in	   a	   fictional	   direction	   that	   will	  forever	  remain	  irreducible	  for	  any	  single	  individual	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  76).	  	  	  Thus	   the	  mirror	   image	   is	   an	   illusion	   and	   the	   Ego	   a	   fictional	   exterior.	   There	   is	  clearly	  a	  difference	  between	  the	  Freudian	  notion	  of	  the	  Ego	  and	  Lacan’s.	  In	  fact,	  Lacan’s	   notion	   is	   closer	   to	   what	   Freud	   would	   call	   the	   Ideal	   Ego;	   a	   perfected	  version	  that	  the	  Subject	  sees	  in	  the	  mirror.	  	  However,	  the	  idea	  of	  the	  mirror	  stage	  is	  exemplified	  in	  Rear	  Window,	  where	  Jeff	  stares	  at/through	  windows.	  The	  character	  across	  the	  courtyard	  he	  most	  closely	  identifies	  with	   is	   Thorwald	   (Raymond	   Burr),	   who	   does	  what	   Jeff	   wants	   to	   do,	  which	   is	   murder	   the	   source	   of	   irritation:	   his	   female	   partner.	   Henry	   Bond	  comments	  in	  Lacan	  at	  the	  Scene,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  a	  real-­‐life	  murder	  taking	  place	  in	  front	  of	  a	  window,	  that:	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There	   we	   encounter	   the	   antimony	   between	   the	   eye	   and	   the	   gaze	   at	   its	  purest:	  the	  subject’s	  eye	  sees	  the	  house,	  but	  the	  house	  –	  the	  object	  –	  seems	  somehow	  to	  return	  the	  gaze	  (Bond,	  2012:	  41).	  This	   is	   clearly	   a	   reference	   to	   the	  mirror	   stage,	  where	  what	  we	  perceive	   as	   the	  perfect	   version	   of	   ourselves	   gazing	   back	   at	   us.	   Hitchcock	   commented	   on	   the	  oppositional	  relationship	  between	  Jeff	  and	  Thorwald	  as	  follows:	  On	  one	   side	   you	  have	   the	   Stewart-­‐Kelly	   couple,	  with	  him	   immobilised	  by	  his	   leg	   in	   a	   cast,	  while	   she	   can	  move	   about	   freely.	   And	   on	   the	   other	   side	  there	  is	  a	  sick	  woman	  who’s	  confined	  to	  her	  bed,	  while	  her	  husband	  comes	  and	  goes	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  216).	  This	  suggests	  that	  Thorwald	  is	  Jeff’s	  Ego	  in	  terms	  of	  Lacan’s	  mirror	  stage	  and	  Jeff,	  the	   Subject,	   is	   gazing	   at	   the	   ideal	   version	   of	   himself.	   Therefore,	   Thorwald’s	  actions	  are	  the	  inversion	  of	  Jeff’s	  inactions.	  	  John	  A.	  Bertolini	  alludes	  to	  this	  in	  his	  description	  of	  early	  sightings	  of	  Jeffries	  and	  Thorwald	  in	  “Rear	  Window,	  or	  the	  Reciprocated	  Glance”	  (1994):	  While	  he	  (Jeffries)	  talks	  on	  the	  phone,	  his	  reflection	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  left	  panel	  of	  the	  rear	  window.	  Likewise	  when	  we	  see	  Thorwald	  bickering	  with	  his	  wife,	   his	   reflection	   can	   also	   be	   seen	   in	   his	  window	  panel	   as	   he	  walks	  into	   their	   bedroom.	   These	   reflected	   images…	  …establish	   the	  motif	   of	   the	  mirror	  self	  (Gottleib	  et	  al,	  1994:	  240).	  Bertolini	  draws	  attention	  to	  the	  mirror	  self,	  but	  does	  not	  interpret	  the	  sequence	  in	   terms	  of	   the	  mirror	  stage.	  By	  utilising	   the	  mirror	  stage	  we	  can	  see	   the	  clear	  links	  that	  tie	  the	  two	  characters	  together.	  	  The	  mirror	  stage	  of	  identification	  is	  also	  the	  time	  when	  the	  Imaginary	  begins	  its	  development	   and	   the	   Subject,	   the	   Lacanian	   inversion	   of	   Freud’s	   Ego,	   begins	   to	  perceive	  itself	  within	  the	  outside	  world	  and	  not	  just	  the	  centre	  of	  its	  own	  needs.	  It	   is	   through	   the	   Mirror	   stage,	   that	   the	   Subject,	   between	   the	   ages	   of	   six	   and	  eighteen	   months,	   exteriorises	   itself	   and	   through	   their	   own	   toddling	   stages	   of	  movement,	  sees	  the	  reflection	  in	  the	  mirror	  as	  being	  a	  perfect	  version	  of	  itself	  or	  Ideal	  Ego.	  This	  is,	  inevitably,	  an	  imagined	  version	  of	  perfection	  and	  thus	  belongs	  to	  the	  Imaginary	  order.	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Synchronous	   to	   this	  development	   is	   language	  acquisition,	  which	   introduces	   the	  Subject	   to	   the	  Symbolic	  order	   through	   the	  gateway	  of	  words.	  These	  words	  are	  symbols	   representing	   things,	   laws	   and	   morals,	   and	   their	   successful	   use	  represents	   the	   ability	   (or	   not)	   to	   be	   able	   to	   demand	   the	   satisfaction	   of	   one’s	  needs.	  	  It	   is	   in	   the	   “or	   not”	   of	   the	   previous	   sentence	  where	   the	   Real	   comes	   into	   play,	  since,	  as	  a	  child	   fails	   to	  communicate	   their	  needs	  successfully	  at	   times	  and	  will	  revert	   to	   the	   universal	   signifier	   of	   frustration,	   crying,	   so	   the	   adult	   can	   never	  successfully	   communicate	   their	   needs	   or	   wants:	   there	   is	   always	   something	  missing.	   It	   is	   in	   this	   failure	   to	   communicate	  precisely	   that	   the	  Real	   resides.	   	   In	  fact,	  all	  words	  represent	  a	  failure	  to	  communicate,	  since	  on	  a	  lexical	  level	  and	  in	  terms	  of	  syntax,	   there	   is	  always	  something	   inexpressible.	  This	   is	   the	  Real.	  With	  these	  points	  in	  mind,	  the	  Imaginary,	  the	  Symbolic	  and	  the	  Real	  are	  therefore	  all	  exterior	  to	  the	  Subject:	  If	  man	   comes	   to	   think	   about	   the	   Symbolic	   order,	   it	   is	   because	  he	   is	   first	  caught	  in	  it	  in	  his	  being.	  The	  illusion	  that	  he	  has	  formed	  this	  order	  through	  his	  consciousness	  stems	  from	  the	  fact	   that	   it	   is	   through	  the	  pathway	  of	  a	  specific	   gap	   in	   his	   Imaginary	   relationship	  with	   his	   alter	   ego	   that	   he	   has	  been	  able	  to	  enter	  into	  this	  order	  as	  a	  subject	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  40).	  By	   “entering	   into	   this	   order”	   the	   clear	   suggestion	   is	   that	   the	   Imaginary,	   the	  Symbolic	   and	   the	   Real	   existed	   before	   the	   Subject	   and	   are	   thus	   external	   to	   the	  Subject.	  This	  is	  why	  they	  are	  not	  synonymous	  with	  the	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  Id	  in	  the	  Freudian	  sense.	  	  It	   is	   important	   to	   note	   that	   the	   three	   elements	   are	   permanently	   linked	   and	  cannot	  be	   isolated	   from	  each	  other.	  The	   Imaginary	   is	   the	   first	   to	  develop	  when	  the	  child	  sees	  their	  image	  in	  the	  mirror.	  As	  Bailey	  points	  out,	  “The	  Imaginary	  is	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  senses	  in	  that	  it	  houses	  the	  conceptions	  that	  issue	  directly	  from	  sensorial	  perceptions”	   (Bailey,	  2009:	  91).	  This	  would	   seem	   to	   suggest	   that	  our	  senses	  perceive	  an	  imaginary	  truth,	  because	  the	  object	  perceived	  with	  whichever	  of	  the	  senses	  remains	  exterior	  and	  thus	  unknowable.	  It	  is	  with	  the	  Symbolic	  that	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we	  seek	  to	  explain	  the	  Imaginary	  and	  the	  Real.	  In	  other	  words,	  it	  is	  the	  realm	  of	  signifiers.	  According	  to	  Bailey:	  It	   is	  signifiers	  –	  the	  representation	  of	   ideas	  –	  and	  not	  whole	  signs,	  which	  belong	  in	  the	  Symbolic	  realm,	  and	  it	  is	  only	  by	  representations	  that	  things	  can	   be	   conceived	   of,	   and	   by	   the	   association	   of	   signifiers	   that	   meaning	  appears	  (Bailey,	  2009:	  95)	  If	   the	   Imaginary	   is	   sensual,	   as	   in,	   related	   to	   the	   senses,	   and	   the	   Symbolic	  conceptual,	  then	  the	  Real	  is	  neither	  of	  these	  and	  everything	  else.	  In	  its	  simplest	  terms,	   the	   Real	   is	   that	   which	   cannot	   be	   sensed	   or	   conceived,	   imagined	   or	  symbolized.	  Bailey	  puts	  it	  succinctly	  as:	  …	   for	   everything	   that	   comes	   into	   our	   field	   of	   recognition	   by	  means	   of	   a	  signifier,	  something	  of	  it	  must	  remain	  imperceptible,	  unsymbolised:	  this	  is	  the	  Real	  (ibid:	  98).	  In	   light	   of	   this	   discussion,	   I	   would	   hypothesise	   that	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   have	  garnered	  so	  much	  public	  and	  critical	  attention	  precisely	  because	  in	  essence	  they	  offer	   profound	   and	   prolonged	   glimpses	   of	   that	   which	   cannot	   be	   seen	   or	  expressed:	  the	  Real.	  Robert	  Samuels	  suggests	  that:	  Lacan	  argues	  that	  we	  negate	  the	  Real	  by	  representing	  it	  and	  that	  this	  act	  of	  Symbolic	  destruction	  or	  murder	  is	  at	  the	  root	  of	  all	  our	  unconscious	  guilt.	  In	  Hitchcock’s	  films,	  we	  find	  a	  clear	  illustration	  of	  this	  connection	  between	  our	  acts	  and	  our	  killing	  off	  of	  the	  Real	  (Samuels,	  1998:	  1).	  This	  not	  only	  includes	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  films,	  but	  also,	  our	  attempts	  to	  explain	  the	  films.	  We	  attempt	  to	  isolate	  the	  Real	  of	  the	  film	  precisely	  to	  kill	  it	  off	  once	  and	  for	   all	   with	   a	   definitive	   reading	   in	   the	   Symbolic	   realm.	   This	   is	   clearly	   a	   task	  worthy	  of	  Sisyphus.	  	  
5.7	  The	  Trouble	  with	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	  The	  trouble	  with	  Mrs.	  Thorwald,	  from	  her	  husband’s	  perspective,	  is	  that	  she	  will	  not	  go	  away.	  This	  is	  exemplified	  by	  her	  wedding	  ring,	  that	  persistent	  reminder	  of	  her	   absent	   life,	  which	   allows	   us	   to	   look	   at	  Mrs.	   Thorwald’s	   ring	   as	   the	   perfect	  representation	   of	   the	   slippage	   which	   can	   exist	   between	   the	   three	   orders	   of	  Imaginary,	  Symbolic	  and	  Real.	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Firstly,	  it	  is	  clearly	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  Symbolic,	  since	  it	  signifies	  the	  union	  in	  matrimony	   between	   Mr	   and	   Mrs.	   Thorwald	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   legal	   bond.	   It	  transfers,	   however,	   once	   Lisa	   slips	   it	   onto	   her	   finger,	   into	   the	   realm	   of	   the	  Imaginary	  for,	  as	  Bailly	  points	  out,	  “…it	  is	  also	  the	  order	  of	  conceptualisation	  and	  functioning	   that	   proceed	   from	   the	   body’s	   image”	   (Bailly,	   2009:	   91).	   Thus,	   the	  feeling	  of	  the	  wedding	  ring	  on	  her	  finger	  and	  its	  dual	  purpose,	  in	  the	  context	  in	  which	   she	   is	  wearing	   it,	   as	   a	   hiding	   place	   and	   as	   an	   imagining	   of	   her	   possible	  future	  status,	  make	  the	  ring	  in	  this	  reading	  an	  example	  of	  the	  Imaginary.	  	  However,	   the	   ring	   draws	   upon	   the	   Real	   as	  well,	   since	   its	   very	   presence	   in	   the	  apartment	   conjures	   up	   Mrs.	   Thorwald’s	   absence	   and	   her	   disembodied,	  dismembered	   corpse.	   Mrs.	   Thorwald	   is	   now	   “beyond	   representation”	   (Bailly:	  136)	  in	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  Real	  and	  an	  example	  of	  the	  Thing,	  which	  Bailly	  states	  is:	  A	  formulation	  of	  Freud’s	  to	  describe	  what	  is	  “characterised	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  is	  impossible	  for	  us	  to	  imagine”,	  but	  it	  is	  also	  mainly	  characterised	  by	  its	  absence	  (ibid:	  136).	  Mrs.	   Thorwald’s	   absence	   is	   impossible	   for	   the	   characters	   to	   imagine.	   Indeed	  Stella	  is	  criticised	  for	  attempting	  to	  voice	  the	  unimaginable	  by	  both	  Lisa	  and	  Jeff.	  This	  failure	  to	  voice	  accurately	  is	  another	  characteristic	  of	  the	  Real.	  Bailly	  notes	  of	  the	  Thing	  that	   it	   is,	   “The	  object	  of	   language,	  while	  being	  unsymbolisable.	  We	  need	  to	  approach	  it	  all	  the	  time	  in	  what	  we	  say,	  but	  we	  can	  only	  circle	  it”	  (ibid:	  137).	  Thus	  we	  can	   imagine	  the	  ring	  as	  that	  circle	  and	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	  the	  Thing	  that	  wears	  the	  ring:	  a	  dead	  invisible	  woman.	  	  Hitchcock	  has	  already	  forewarned	  us	  as	  to	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  ring,	  with	  what	  I	  would	  call	  the	  use	  of	  diegetic	  non-­‐diegetic	  music.	  At	  1.55	  a.m.	  on	  the	  night	  of	  the	  murder,	   as	   Jeff	   becomes	   suspicious	   of	   Thorwald	   leaving	   the	   apartment	  with	   a	  suitcase	   in	   the	  pouring	   rain,	  we	  hear	  a	   refrain,	  which	   is	  uncredited	   in	   the	   film,	  but	   is,	   in	   fact	   from	  the	  opera	  Martha,	  oder	  der	  Markt	  zu	  Richmond	  by	  Friedrich	  von	  Flitow.	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The	  first	  thing	  that	  makes	  this	  music	  strange	  is	  the	  time	  of	  night	  that	  we	  hear	  it,	  on	   a	  Wednesday59	   night,	   and	   thus	   a	  workday,	   at	   a	   time	  when	   all	   good	   people	  apart	   from	   voyeurs	   and	  murderers	   are	   asleep.	   The	   second	   point	   of	   interest	   is	  that	   it	   is	   recorded	   in	  a	  way	   that	  makes	   it	   sound	  as	   if	   it	   comes	   from	  within	   the	  diegesis	   of	   the	   film,	   yet	   no	   diegetic	   source	   is	   offered60,	   hence	   my	   naming	   it	  diegetic	   non-­‐diegetic	   music.	   James	   C.	   Katz,	   responsible	   for	   restoring	   Rear	  
Window	  comments	  in	  the	  DVD	  extras	  about	  this:	  He	   actually	   shot	   live	   sound	   to	   capture	   the	   distance	   between	   the	  window	  that	  Stewart	  was	  sitting	   in	  and	  the	  various	  apartments	  across	  the	  way,	  so	  there’s	   that	   hollow	   sound	   in	   there	   that	   is	   pretty	   genuine	   (Rear	   Window	  DVD:	  2005).	  	  So	  precisely	  where	  does	   this	  hollow	  sounding	  music	   come	   from?	  Furthermore,	  why	  is	  a	  diegetic	  source	  not	  revealed?	  	  The	  answer	   to	   the	   first	  question	   is	  straightforward.	  The	  choice	  of	  music	  comes	  from	   Hitchcock	   or	   perhaps	   a	   member	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   team	   and	   then	   receives	  Hitchcock’s	  approval.	  It	  is	  used	  because	  of	  somebody’s	  knowledge	  of	  Light	  Opera.	  The	  plot	  of	  Martha	  is	  that	  of	  two	  noblewomen	  disguising	  themselves	  as	  peasants	  who	  are	  contracted	  by	  two	  farmers	  to	  work	  for	  a	  year.	  The	  noblewomen	  dislike	  their	  work	  and	  escape	  to	  return	  to	   their	   former	   lives,	   leaving	  the	   farmers,	  who	  have	  fallen	  in	  love	  with	  them,	  heart-­‐broken.	  One	  of	  the	  farmers	  stumbles	  across	  the	  royal	  hunting	  party	  and	  identifies	  one	  of	  the	  noblewomen	  as	  the	  woman	  he	  loves.	  She	  denies	  him,	  claims	  he	  is	  mad	  and	  has	  him	  imprisoned.	  He	  asks	  to	  show	  the	  queen	   a	   ring,	  which	  he	  has	  had	   since	  birth.	   This	   ring	  proves	  he	   is	   of	   royal	  blood	  and	  thus	  an	  appropriate	  suitor	  for	  the	  noblewoman.	  They	  marry.	  	  It	  is	  evident	  from	  reading	  this	  brief	  synopsis	  that	  the	  reason	  that	  an	  extract	  from	  this	  opera	  was	  chosen	  is	  that	  because	  it	  alludes	  to	  a	  ring.	  The	  ring	  is	  in	  the	  realm	  of	   the	  Symbolic,	  since	   it	  reveals	   the	   true	  status	  of	   the	  Subject	   in	  relation	  to	   the	  Other.	  The	  positioning	  of	  this	  piece	  of	  music	  in	  Rear	  Window	  at	  this	  time	  in	  the	  
                                                           59	  A	  minor	  detail	  but	  a	  relevant	  one.	  Hitchcock	  took	  care	  with	  his	  days,	  dates	  and	  times.	  See	  the	  beginning	  of	  The	  Paradine	  Case	  or	  Psycho	  for	  other	  examples	  of	  this.	  	  60	  It	  should	  be	  compared	  with	  Franz	  Waxman’s	  obviously	  non-­‐diegetic	  music	  for	  the	  opening	  credits.	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narrative	   serves	   a	   different	   purpose.	   It	   is	   at	   this	   point	   in	   the	   film	   that	   Mrs.	  Thorwald	  loses	  her	  status	  as	  a	  human	  being,	  or	  indeed	  a	  Subject	  in	  the	  Lacanian	  sense,	  as	  well	  as	  having	  the	  wedding	  ring	  removed	  from	  her	  finger.	  She	  becomes	  an	  unmarried	  corpse,	  divorced	  from	  life.	  Thus,	  the	  piece	  of	  music	  as	  heard	  in	  the	  film	  belongs	  to	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  Real	  and	  not	  the	  Imaginary	  since	  it	  is	  a	  signifier	  without	   a	   signified	   and	   hence,	   can	   be	   given	   no	   diegetic	   source	   in	   the	   film.	   It	  merely	  “floats”	  across	  the	  courtyard,	  an	  allusion	  to	  the	  wraithlike	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	  and	  her	  ring-­‐less	  finger,	  or	  should	  that	  be,	  since	  she	  has	  been	  disembodied,	  her	  finger-­‐less	  ring.	  	  Admittedly,	  the	  previous	  paragraph	  has	  located	  a	  signified	  for	  the	  signifier	  of	  the	  piece	   of	   music.	   However,	   imagine	   oneself	   watching	   Rear	  Window	   for	   the	   first	  time,	  or	  indeed	  the	  second.	  In	  this	  context,	  the	  music	  is	  literally	  a	  “hollow	  sound”	  with	  the	  word	  hollow	  suggesting	  the	  lack	  of	  signified	  contained	  within	  it.	  It	  is	  of	  course	   equally	   an	   example	   of	   the	   ludic	   elements	   that	   Hitchcock	   frequently	  introduces	  into	  his	  work.	  	  There	  is	  one	  final	  significance	  of	  the	  ring	  placed	  on	  Lisa’s	  finger	  and	  that	  is	  that	  it	  is	  a	  reworking	  of	  Lacan’s	   interpretation	  of	  the	  glance	  in	  Edgar	  Allan	  Poe’s	  “The	  Purloined	  Letter.”61	  Lacan,	  in	  “Seminar	  on	  “The	  Purloined	  Letter”,”	  (1966)	  writes	  of:	   …three	   moments,	   ordering	   three	   glances,	   sustained	   by	   three	   subjects,	  incarnated	  in	  each	  case	  by	  different	  people.	  The	   first	   is	   based	   on	   a	   glance	   that	   sees	   nothing:	   the	   King	   and	   then	   the	  police.	  The	  second	  is	  based	  on	  a	  glance	  which	  sees	  that	  the	  first	  sees	  nothing	  and	  deceives	  itself	  into	  thereby	  believing	  to	  be	  covered	  what	  it	  hides:	  the	  Queen	  and	  then	  the	  Minister.	  
                                                           61	  “The	  Purloined	  Letter”	  is	  a	  short	  story	  that	  revolves	  around	  the	  possession	  and	  retrieval	  of	  the	  eponymous	  compromising	  letter	  which	  was	  taken	  by	  the	  Minister	  under	  the	  noses	  of	  the	  Queen,	  to	  whom	  the	  letter	  was	  addressed,	  and	  the	  attending	  King.	  All	  efforts	  fail	  to	  find	  the	  letter	  until	  Dupin,	  in	  a	  mirror	  version	  of	  the	  first	  situation,	  retrieves	  it	  and	  returns	  it	  to	  its	  rightful	  owner.	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The	  third	  is	  based	  on	  a	  glance	  which	  sees	  the	  first	  two	  glances	  leave	  what	  must	  be	  hidden	  uncovered	   to	  whomever	  would	   seize	   it:	   the	  Minister	   and	  finally	  Dupin	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  10).	  In	  Lacan’s	  reading	  of	  “The	  Purloined	  Letter”	  the	  Subject’s	  glance	  remains	  stable	  in	  each	  individual	  reading,	  with	  only	  the	  Minister	  changing	  glances	  between	  the	  first	  and	  the	  second	  situation.	  However,	  in	  the	  scene	  where	  the	  police	  are	  called	  to	  Thorwald’s	  apartment	  and	  arrest	  Lisa,	  the	  status	  of	  the	  glance	  changes	  within	  the	  scene	  and	  between	  characters.	  	  	  The	  possessors	  of	  glance	  one	  in	  this	  scene	  are	  the	  police	  as	  they	  see	  nothing	  of	  the	   underlying	   drama	   and	   simply	   arrest	   Lisa	   for	   breaking	   and	   entering.	  Thorwald’s	   position,	   however,	   switches	   from	   glance	   one,	   (he	   is	   unaware	   that	  anything	  is	  wrong,	  apart	   from	  the	  fact	  that	  “the	  girl”	  as	  he	  calls	  her	  has	  broken	  into	  his	  apartment),	   to	  glance	  three,	  when	  he	  looks	  down	  at	  Lisa	  indicating	  her	  left	   ring	   finger	  and	   then	  up	  at	   Jeff	   looking	  back	  at	  him.	  Thorwald	   is	  aware	   that	  whoever	  has	  possession	  of	  the	  ring	  has	  the	  power.	  	  Lisa,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  combines	  glances	  two	  and	  three.	  By	  indicating	  to	  Jeff	  that	  she	   has	   the	   ring,	   she	   is	   in	   possession	   of	   glance	   three.	   However,	   she	   is	   also	   in	  possession	   of	   glance	   two,	   since	   she	   is	   unaware	   that	   Thorwald	   has	   seen	   her	  signalling	  to	  Jeff.	  	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  the	  glance	  does	  not	  necessarily	  involve	  the	  use	  of	  the	  visual	   organ.	   The	   glance,	   in	   Lacan’s	   description,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   involves	  understanding	   a	   particular	   situation	   and	   most	   importantly	   its	   repercussions.	  Lisa,	  like	  Dupin	  and	  the	  Minister,	  does	  not	  have	  to	  see	  to	  be	  able	  to	  communicate.	  She	   relies	   on	   Jeff	   being	   able	   to	   see	   the	   ring,	   aware	   that	   he	   is	   aware	   of	   its	  significance,	  just	  as	  the	  Minister	  relies	  on	  his	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Queen	  seeing	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  letter	  and	  knowing	  that	  he	  knows	  its	  importance	  for	  both	  Lisa	  and	  the	  Minister	  to	  be	  able	  to	  achieve	  their	  goals.	  	  What	   makes	   the	   scene	   so	   effective	   and	   psychologically	   so	   disturbing	   is	   that	  Thorwald	  has	  been	  transformed,	  from	  Jeff’s	  perspective,	  from	  being	  the	  other,	  a	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human	  being	  who	  is	  not	  Jeff,	  into	  the	  Other,	  a	  primal	  force	  prepared	  to	  dispense	  “justice”	   on	   Jeff’s	   indiscretion.	   Or	   in	   the	  words	   of	   Lacan	   in	   “Freud’s	   Papers	   on	  Technique”	  (1953):	  It	   is	  not	  only	   that	   I	   see	   the	  Other.	   I	   see	  him	  seeing	  me,	  which	   implies	   the	  third	   term,	   namely	   that	   he	   knows	   that	   I	   see	   him.	   The	   circle	   is	   closed	  (Quoted	  in	  Bond,	  2012:	  57).	  This	  closing	  of	  the	  circle	  is	  in	  essence	  also	  the	  closure	  of	  the	  narrative	  arc	  which	  the	  film	  has	  been	  carefully	  establishing.	  Thorwald’s	  presence	  in	  Jeff’s	  apartment	  is	   the	   natural	   conclusion	   of	   the	   cause	   and	   effect	   chain	   of	   events	   that	   were	  instigated	  when	  Jeff	  started	  looking	  out	  of	  his	  window	  and	  Thorwald	  murdered	  his	  wife.	  	  
5.8	  The	  Master	  Signifier	  For	  Lacan	  the	  master	  signifier	  is	  a	  verbal	  tic	  that,	  while	  apparently	  innocuous	  in	  its	  use	  and	  meaning,	   actually	   reveals	  more	   than	   it	   seems.	  Bailly	   states	   that	   the	  master	  signifiers	  are:	  …those	   that,	   for	   the	   Subject,	   have	   become	   quite	   detached	   from	   their	  signifieds,	   but	   carry	   out	   the	   function	   of	   changing	   the	   meaning	   of	   the	  signifying	  chain	  into	  one	  that	  supports	  the	  ego	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  64).	  So,	   an	   individual	   who	   repeatedly	   uses	   the	   trite	   expression	   “you	   know	   what	   I	  mean”	   as	   a	   filler	   is	   seeking	   confirmation	   from	   the	   listener	   that	   they	   do	  understand,	  and	  that	  what	  is	  being	  said	  is	  nothing	  new	  and	  thus	  revealing	  a	  lack	  of	  confidence	  in	  their	  own	  opinion.	  Bailly	  also	  states:	  The	  master	  signifier	  usually	  masks	  their	  opposites…	  …with	  the	  audible	  side	  propping	  up	  the	  ego	  and	  the	  unenunciated	  buried	  in	  the	  unconscious,	  but	  constantly	  pushing	  up	  at	  its	  opposite	  number	  (ibid:	  63).	  Thus,	   in	   the	  example	  given,	   “you	  know	  what	   I	  mean”	  can	  be	  substituted	  by	   the	  word	  “knowledge”,	  with	  its	  unconscious	  opposite	  being	  “ignorance”,	  which	  is	  the	  element	  the	  unconscious	  feels	  about	  itself	  but	  is	  repressed	  by	  the	  Subject.	  	  Since	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  were	  all	  closely	  scripted	  and	  his	  utterances	  in	  interviews	  controlled	  expressions	  of	  a	  public	  persona,	  this	  concept	  might	  seem	  to	  have	  little	  relevance	  within	  the	  framework	  of	  this	  thesis.	  However,	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	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concept	   of	   the	   master	   signifier	   can	   be	   extended	   to	   include	   objects	   within	   the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	   and	   script,	   as	   certain	   objects	   serve	   a	   purpose	   beyond	   their	  original	  use.62	  This	  specifically	  means	  that	  an	  object	  can	  represent	  a	  character’s	  master	  signifier.	  This	  naturally	  means,	  in	  Lacanian	  terms,	  that	  their	  opposite	  can	  also	  be	  detected	  and	  we	  have	  a	  very	  clear	  example	  of	  this	  in	  Rear	  Window.	  	  The	   camera,	   by	   which	   I	   mean	   the	   still	   camera	   Jeff	   uses	   and	   not	   the	   cinema	  camera,	  is	  the	  visual	  representation	  of	  Jeff’s	  master	  signifier.	  It	  defines	  Jeff:	  it	  is	  his	   career,	   the	   reason	   for	   his	   arguments	   with	   Lisa	   and	   his	   device	   for	   looking	  across	  the	  courtyard.	  However,	  it	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  the	  visual	  symbol	  for	  his	  master	  signifier,	  lack	  of	  commitment,	  since	  the	  one	  thing	  he	  does	  not	  do	  with	  it	  is	  take	   pictures.	   It	   would	   be	   easy	   to	   take	   incriminating	   pictures	   of	   Thorwald’s	  behaviour,	  but	  he	  does	  not.	  	  	  Naturally,	   it	   was	   Hitchcock’s	   decision	   to	   have	   his	   character	   not	   take	   pictures,	  apart	   from	   the	   eventually	   innocuous	   flowerbed,	   which,	   in	   itself,	   is	   a	   strange	  choice	  of	  subject	  for	  a	  photographer	  who	  stands	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  a	  motor	  race	  to	  take	   the	   picture	   that	   leads	   to	   his	   present	   predicament.	   Roland	   Barthes	   In	  The	  
Grain	  of	  the	  Voice	  (1985)	  insists	  that:	  If	  photography	  is	  to	  be	  discussed	  on	  a	  serious	  level,	  it	  must	  be	  described	  in	  relation	  to	  death.	  It’s	  true	  that	  a	  photograph	  is	  a	  witness,	  but	  a	  witness	  of	  something	  that	  is	  no	  more	  (Barthes,	  2010:	  358).	  Since	   Mrs.	   Thorwald	   is	   no	   more,	   Jeff	   could	   have	   tried	   to	   take	   pictures	   as	   a	  testament	   to	   her	   absence	   and	   as	   a	   professional	   photographer,	   it	   would	   be	   an	  instinctive	  gesture	  to	  record	  the	  crime	  scene.	  	  	  However,	  Hitchcock’s	  decision	  has	  implications	  in	  terms	  of	  Jeff’s	  master	  signifier	  and	   its	  opposite,	  which	  could	  be	  called	   the	  mistress	   signifier.	   	  This	   is	  not	   in	   the	  sense	   of	   being	   the	   interloper	   in	   a	   marriage,	   but	   in	   the	   sense	   of	   being	   the	  
                                                           62	  Žižek	  would	  call	  this	  use	  “phallic”	  as	  they	  are	  objects	  that	  “stick	  out”	  because	  they	  are	  being	  used	  differently.	  I	  wish	  to	  avoid	  such	  phallocentric	  language,	  since	  it	  always	  seems	  to	  reinforce	  patriarchy.	  Lacan’s	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “phallic”	  rarely	  referred	  to	  the	  genitalia,	  but	  the	  object	  which	  is	  identified	  by	  the	  infant	  as	  desirable	  in	  the	  Name-­‐of-­‐the-­‐Father.	  This	  last	  term	  does	  not	  necessarily	  refer	  to	  the	  father.	  For	  Lacan	  it	  refers	  to	  the	  figure	  of	  authority	  the	  infant	  seeks	  to	  emulate	  and,	  as	  such,	  through	  the	  term’s	  gendering	  also	  reinforces	  the	  notion	  of	  patriarchy.	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dominant	  force	  within	  this	  particular	  sado-­‐masochistic	  dialectic	  for	  which	  there	  is	  no	  synthesis	  and	  no	  safe	  word	  and	  one	  that	  resides	  in	  the	  unconscious.	  If	  Jeff’s	  master	  signifier	  is,	  through	  his	  lack	  of	  taking	  photographs,	  a	  lack	  of	  commitment,	  then	   his	   mistress	   signifier	   is	   his	   fear	   of	   commitment.	   It	   should	   be	   noted	   that	  marriage,	   like	   death,	   is	   perceived	   as	   a	   fixed,	   unalterable	   state	   that	   only	   death	  shall	  part.	  It	  is	  also,	  like	  a	  murder	  scene,	  something	  which	  is	  photographed	  from	  almost	  every	  conceivable	  angle.	  Therefore,	  Jeff’s	  reluctance	  to	  take	  photographs	  symbolises,	  at	  an	  unconscious	  level,	  his	  reluctance	  to	  get	  married	  and	  his	  fear	  of	  commitment.	  	  	  
5.9	  Desiring	  L’objet	  petit	  autre	  	  In	   Luis	   Buñuel’s	   final	   film	   That	   Obscure	   Object	   of	   Desire	   (1977),	   Matieu	  (Fernando	  Rey)	   is	   driven	   to	   distraction	   by	   the	   lustfully	   frigid	   Conchita	   (Carole	  Bouquet/Angela	   Molina),	   who,	   as	   the	   object	   of	   his	   sexual	   desire,	   remains	  tantalisingly	   out	   of	   his	   reach.	   In	   this	   situation,	   an	   interplay	   of	   the	   Lacanian	  notions	   of	   demand,	   desire	   and	   need	   can	   be	   seen.	  With	   this	   situation	   in	  mind,	  Bailly	  should	  be	  noted:	  When	  a	  subject	  is	  moved	  to	  make	  a	  demand,	  it	  signals	  a	  neediness	  –	  a	  lack	  of	  something	  –	  and	  expects	  to	  receive	  from	  the	  other	  the	  complement	  –	  the	  precise	   thing	   –	   that	   will	   fill	   this	   lack	   and	   complete	   it:	   however,	   what	   is	  demanded	  is	  never	  what	  is	  actually	  needed,	  and	  it	  is	  in	  this	  space	  between	  need	  and	  demand	  that	  desire	  appears	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  110).	  Matieu’s	  desire	  for	  Conchita	  is	  precisely	  located	  between	  Conchita’s	  demands	  of	  him,	   (he	  can	  sleep	  with	  her	  but	  not	   touch	  her),	  and	  society’s	  need	  that	   they	  be	  married	  before	  he	  can	  touch	  her	  and	  sleep	  with	  her.	  Bearing	  this	  in	  mind,	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  Buñuel	  is	  satirising	  the	  bourgeois	  attitude	  to	  marriage.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  Conchita	  as	  the	  representation	  of	  the	  obscure	  object	  of	  desire	  who	  symbolises	  the	  bourgeois	  need	  for	  respectability	  through	  her	  demands	  and	  thus	  reflects	  her	  desire	   for	   respectability.	   This	   inverts	   the	   generally	   accepted	   understanding	   of	  the	  title	  that	  Conchita	  is	  the	  object	  of	  desire.	  From	  this	  perspective	  it	  is	  actually	  Matieu,	   who	   never	   offers	   the	   desired	   object	   of	   marriage,	   who	   is	   the	   obscure	  object	  of	  desire	  in	  marriage,	  whereby	  respectability	  is	  achieved.	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This	   can	   be	   seen	   even	  more	   clearly	   if	  we	   consider	  what	   Bailly	   says	   of	   Lacan’s	  description	  of	  desire:	  Because	   it	   is	  only	   in	  speech	   that	   the	  demand	  can	  be	  made,	   it	   follows	   that	  the	   Other	   will	   define	   the	   parameters	   of	   the	   subject’s	   demand:	   the	  articulation	  of	  need	  must	  pass	  through	  the	  narrow	  gateway	  of	  language	  and	  what	   cannot	   squeeze	   through	   and	   is	   left	   behind	   constitutes	   desire	   (ibid:	  111).	  Bourgeois	   respectability	   insists	   that	   it	   is	   the	   male	   that	   proposes	   the	   wedding	  contract.	  This	  suggests	   that,	  as	  a	  woman,	  Conchita’s	  desire	   for	  marriage	   is	   “left	  behind”	  in	  the	  silence	  of	  desire.	  Conchita	  expresses	  her	  need	  through	  her	  actions	  rather	  than	  words.	  Actions,	  (such	  as	  apparently	  having	  sex	  in	  front	  of	  Matieu	  and	  working	  as	  a	  stripper),	  which	  are	  deliberately	  designed	  to	  shock	  him	  into	  voicing	  the	  words	  she	  can’t,	  because	  of	  society’s	  conventions:	  will	  you	  marry	  me?	  	  Lisa	  experiences	  similar	  frustrations	  in	  Rear	  Window.	  However,	  rather	  than	  flirt	  with	  strangers	  like	  Conchita,	  she	  flirts	  with	  danger,	  which	  is	  far	  more	  likely	  to	  get	  the	   desired	   result	   of	   the	   offer	   of	   a	   marriage	   contract	   from	   Jeff.	   It	   should	   be	  remembered	  at	  this	  stage	  that	  the	  desire	  for	  the	  marriage	  contract	  is	  a	  reflection	  of	  mid-­‐20th	   century	  American	  normative	   needs,	   of	  which	   the	   representative	   in	  the	  film	  is	  the	  nurse	  Stella	  (Thelma	  Ritter).	  In	  her	  first	  appearance	  in	  the	  film,	  she	  makes	  frequent	  comments	  concerning	  Lisa	  and	  Jeff’s	  relationship	  and	  their	  need	  to	  get	  married.	  	  The	  key	  scene	  that	  exemplifies	  Lisa’s	  demand	  and	  need	  for	  marriage	  is	  depicted	  in	  the	  final	  scene	  where	  we	  see	  Jeff	  contentedly	  sleeping.	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  scene	  is	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  marriage	  ritual	  in	  which	  they	  “get	  spliced.”	  It	  is,	  furthermore,	   through	  this	  splicing,	   that	   the	  Real,	   Imaginary	  and	  Symbolic	  come	  together	  as	  a	  (w)hole.	  	  	  	  Jeff	  is	  spliced,	  literally	  through	  the	  plaster	  that	  now	  covers	  both	  legs,	  suggesting	  a	   joining	   together,	   or	   splicing,	   of	   the	   legs,	   which,	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   a	  metaphor	  for	  the	  sexual	  union.	  Remember	  his	  need	  to	  scratch	  an	  itch	  when	  only	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one	   leg	  was	   in	  plaster.	  Furthermore,	  his	  smile	  at	   the	  end	  of	   the	   film	  suggests	  a	  post-­‐coital	  satisfaction.	  	  Lisa,	   through	   her	   costume	   and	   her	   choice	   of	   reading	   material,	   is	   the	  representation	   of	   the	   happy	   bride.	   Seemingly	   less	   concerned	   with	   her	  appearance	  in	  comparison	  with	  the	  costumes	  she	  wears	  during	  the	  film,	  she	  is	  in	  actual	   fact,	   having	   achieved	   her	   goal	   of	   marriage,	   literally	   and	   metaphorically	  wearing	   the	   trousers.	   Indeed	   her	   appearance	   is	   not	   a	   reflection	   of	   idealised	  1950s	  female	  respectability,	  but	  a	  strong	  sign	  of	  who	  is	  the	  dominant	  partner	  in	  the	  relationship.	  Her	  need	   for	  1950s	  respectability	  and	  her	  demand	   for	   it	  have	  been	  met	  by	  Jeff’s	  commitment	  as	  symbolised	  with	  the	  double	  cast,	  which	  is	  the	  union	  of	  two	  into	  one	  supposedly	  achieved	  by	  marriage.	  	  However,	   her	   equally	   pressing	   need	   for	   an	   identity	   outside	   of	   this	   coded	  behaviour	  has	  not	  been	  met.	  Hence	  her	   turning	   to	  Harper’s	  Bazaar,	  aware	   that	  she	  needs	  to	  find	  a	  role	  for	  woman	  outside	  of	  such	  a	  restrictive,	  heteronormative	  relationship.	  	  	  And	  yet	  this	  Imaginary	  version	  of	  the	  ring	  that	  Jeff	  wears	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  is	  also	   Lisa’s	   reaching	   for	   and	   getting	   L’objet	   petit	   a.	   As	   Bailly	   points	   out,	   what	  Lacan	  means	  by	  this	  expression	  is	  the	  following:	  The	  meaning	  of	  the	  object	  of	  desire,	  which	  means	  not	  this	  or	  that	  specific	  object	  that	  you	  think	  you	  desire,	  but	  what	  is	  aimed	  at	  or	  sought	  after	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  contained	  within	  a	  particular	  object	  (ibid:	  129).	  However,	  the	  smiling	  Jeff	  in	  his	  double	  cast	  might	  be	  an	  Imaginary	  version	  of	  the	  ring	   she	   covets	   for	   the	   ring	   finger	   of	   her	   left	   hand;	   it	   also	   suggests	   what	   is	  tantalisingly	   out	   of	   reach	   with	   L’objet	   petit	   a.	   She	   presumes,	   as	   the	   mid	   20th	  century	  woman	  would	  be	  expected	  to,	  that	  marriage	  will	  bring	  what	  Lacan	  calls	  the	  “agalma”,	  which	  Bailly	  describes	  as:	  In	  Greek	  means	  ornament	  or	  offering	  to	  the	  gods.	  The	  agalma	  is	  contained	  inside	  a	  box	  which	  itself	  is	  of	  no	  value.	  Thus	  the	  object	  petit	  a	  is	  the	  agalma	  –	   the	  precious	   thing	  –	   inside	  a	  box	  which	  may	  have	  many	   forms,	  none	  of	  which	  is	  very	  important	  (ibid:	  131).	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The	  ring,	  or	  cast	   in	  this	  case,	   is	  therefore	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  box.	  What	  the	  cast	   contains	   is	   the	   agalma	   or,	   in	   mid-­‐twentieth	   century	   terms,	   feminine	  respectability.	  	  
5.10	  Lacan’s	  unconscious	  Lacan’s	  notion	  of	   the	  unconscious	   is	   succinctly	   expressed	   in	  his	  preface	   to	  The	  
Four	  Fundamental	  Concepts	  of	  Psycho-­analysis:	  Invented	   by	   a	   solitary,	   an	   incontestable	   theoretician	   of	   the	   unconscious	  (which	  is	  not	  what	  one	  would	  imagine	  it	   to	  be	  –	  the	  unconscious,	   I	  would	  say	  is	  real),	  it	  is	  now	  practised	  in	  couples	  (Lacan,	  2004:	  vii).	  Immediately,	   from	  the	  outset,	  Lacan	  has	  placed	  the	  unconscious	  in	  the	  order	  of	  the	  Real	  and	  is	  thus	  admitting	  that	  it	  can	  never	  be	  successfully	  located,	  described	  or	  analysed.	  While	  broadly	  agreeing	  with	  this	  statement,	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  thesis	  Freud’s	  topography,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter,	  is	  being	  used.	  I	  would,	  however,	  like	  to	  add	  two	  further	  observations.	  	  	  The	   first	   is	   that	   in	   Freud’s	   topography	   there	   is	   a	   very	   clear	   verticality	   in	  operation.	   Thoughts	   or	   feelings	   are	   repressed	   or	   submerged,	   that	   is	   to	   say,	  pushed	  down.	  This,	  as	  will	  be	  seen,	  is	  relevant	  in	  relation	  to	  Rear	  Window.	  	  There	  is,	  however,	  a	  far	  less	  spurious	  representation	  of	  Jeff’s	  unconscious	  in	  Rear	  
Window	  and	  it	  is	  precisely	  the	  courtyard	  that	  separates	  Jeff	  from	  his	  neighbours.	  Lacan	  notes	  that:	  The	  Freudian	  unconscious	  is	  situated	  at	  that	  point	  where,	  between	  cause	  and	  that	  which	  it	  affects,	  there	  is	  always	  something	  wrong	  (ibid:	  22).	  What	  we	  have	  in	  Rear	  Window	  is	  precisely	  this.	  Jeff’s	  sees	  all	  the	  various	  causes	  across	  the	  courtyard	  and	  these	  have	  their	  effect	  on	  himself,	  Lisa,	  Stella	  and	  Doyle	  (Wendell	  Corey)	  and	  it	  is	  of	  course	  in	  the	  courtyard	  that	  there	  is	  something	  very	  wrong,	   first	   with	   the	   burying	   of	   Mrs.	   Thorwald’s	   head	   and	   secondly	   with	   the	  killing	   of	   the	   dog.	   It	   should	   also	   be	   noticed	   that	   the	   sculpture	   the	   Sculptress	  occasionally	  works	  on	   in	  her	  garden	   is	   linguistically	   indescribable	  and	  can	  also	  be	  therefore	  interpreted	  as	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  unconscious.	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In	   fact,	   before	  we	   see	   Jeff’s	   apartment	   and	   those	  of	  his	  neighbours,	  we	   see	   the	  courtyard,	  with	  that	  traditional	  symbol	  of	  bad	  luck,	  the	  black	  cat,	  strolling	  across	  it.	  In	  fact,	  anytime	  one	  of	  the	  three	  main	  characters	  enters	  the	  courtyards,	  there	  is	   a	   sense	   that	   they	   are	   stepping	   into	   the	   unknown.	   I	   include	   Jeff’s	   fall	   in	   this	  description,	  for	  reasons	  which	  will	  now	  be	  made	  clear.	  	  Lacan	   also	   states	   in	   the	   same	   book	   that,	   “For	  what	   the	   unconscious	   does	   is	   to	  show	  us	  the	  gap	  through	  which	  neurosis	  recreates	  a	  harmony	  with	  a	  real	  (ibid:	  22).	   It	  has	  already	  been	  stated	  that	  Freud’s	  unconscious	  has	  a	  strong	  degree	  of	  verticality.	  It	  has	  also	  been	  established	  that	  Jeff’s	  dominant	  signifier	  is	  his	  fear	  of	  commitment.	  To	  this	  we	  can	  also	  add	  his	  neurotic	  need	  to	  see,	  not	  just	  across	  the	  courtyard	  but	  in	  his	  professional	  life	  as	  well.	  	  These	  two	  factors	  have	  had	  a	  very	  strong	  effect	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  Jeff’s	  Ideal	  Ego.	  Therefore,	  his	  fall	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  can	  be	   interpreted	  as	  a	   fall	   through	  the	  gap	   into	  his	  unconscious,	  breaking	  the	  neurotic	  elements	  of	  his	  personality.	  With	  this	   in	  mind,	  his	  contented	  smile	  and	   the	  double	  cast	   take	  on	  a	   further	  symbolisation.	  His	  smile	   is	   that	  of	  a	  man	  whose	  personality	  has	  been	  healed	  as	  symbolised	  by	  the	  cast	  holding	  his	  newly	  formed	  personality	  together.	  	  	  
5.11	  Closing	  Comments	  Jacques	   Lacan’s	   thoughts	   and	   ideas	   can	   be	   frustrating	   and	   even,	   at	   times,	  bewildering,	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  way	  they	  are	  written	  and	  when	  one	  attempts	  a	  consistent	  understanding	  of	  their	  content.	  	  However,	  certain	  ideas,	  such	  as	  those	  included	  in	  the	  latter	  sections	  of	  this	  chapter,	  if	  viewed	  from	  an	  angle	  using	  the	  stabilising	  influence	  of	  a	  critic’s	  understanding	  to	  give	  a	  clearer	  perspective	  and	  not	   the	   shifting	   perspectives	   that	   Lacan	   often	   resorts	   to,	   do	   offer	   a	   degree	   of	  theoretical	  coherence	  and	  reveal	  interesting	  insights	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  	  	  Since	  much	  of	  Lacan’s	  focus	  is	  on	  language	  with	  his	  most	  famous	  utterance	  being,	  “The	  unconscious	  is	  structured	  like	  a	  language,”	  it	  is	  worth	  examining	  how	  that	  most	   visual	   of	   directors,	   Hitchcock	   treated	   and	   filmed	   the	   spoken	   and	  written	  word	  in	  his	  films.	  It	  is	  with	  this	  topic	  that	  the	  thesis	  continues.	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6.	  THE	  SYMBOLISM	  OF	  WORDS	  IN	  HITCHCOCK	  
6.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  The	  Word	  is	  the	  ultimate	  symbol.	  The	  Word	  is	  both	  the	  first	  and	  the	  last	  symbol.	  The	   Word	   is	   both	   the	   first	   and	   the	   latest	   symbol.	   Freud	   comments	   on	   the	  significance	   of	   the	   word	   as	   follows	   in	   The	   Interpretation	   of	   Dreams,	   “The	  concentration	  of	   the	  dream	   is	  worthy	  of	   remark:	   nothing	   is	   superfluous,	   every	  word	   is	   a	   symbol”	   (Freud,	  1997:	  249).	  The	  Symbolic	  order	  of	   the	  Word,	   in	   the	  Lacanian	  sense,	  with	  all	  that	  it	  has	  ordered,	  created	  and	  omitted,	  is	  what	  orders,	  creates	   and	   omits	   in	   our	   lives.	   Interviewed	   in	   1931	   for	   the	   Evening	   News	  Hitchcock	  stated:	  The	  film	  must	  still	  be	  primarily	  a	  medium	  for	  telling	  a	  story	  in	  pictures.	  The	  advent	  of	  talkies	  has	  given	  the	  screen	  every	  advantage	  of	  the	  stage,	  but	  we	  must	  not	  be	  content	  because	  of	   that	   to	   tell	  our	  stories	   in	  words	  (Gottlieb,	  2003:	  9).	  It	   is	   evident	   that	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   are	  more	   than	   just	   films	   of	   people	   talking.	  However,	  it	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that	  Hitchcock	  also	  used	  words,	  when	  written	  or	   printed	   and	   filmed,	   as	   elements	   that	   could	   indicate	   character	   temperament,	  psychological	  depth	  and	  psychic	  disturbances.	   Furthermore,	  his	  photographing	  of	   text	   can	   offer	   ironic	   commentaries	   on	   both	   character	   and	   action.	   Similarly,	  spoken	   language,	   including	   spoken	   foreign	   language,	   foregrounded	   the	  difficulties	  and	  misunderstandings	  inherent	  in	  any	  communicative	  act.	  Hence	  he	  reveals	  what	  spoken	  words	  can	  omit,	  what	  text	  can	  order	  and	  what	  the	  filming	  of	  words	  can	  create.	  This	  chapter	  will	  be	  exploring	  these	  points	  with	  special	  focus	  being	  given	  to	  Suspicion,	  Saboteur	  and	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes.	  	  
6.2	  A	  Suspicion	  of	  Words	  Written	   communication	   is	   foregrounded	   in	   Suspicion.	   Letters,	   telegrams,	  newspapers	   and	   invitations	   convey	   accurate	   information,	   not	   just	   to	   the	  characters	   in	   the	   film	   but	   also	   to	   the	   audience.	   It	   is	   possible	   that	   Hitchcock	  developed	  this	  theme	  from	  one	  word	  in	  the	  source	  material,	  Francis	  Iles’s	  Before	  
the	  Fact	  (1932),	  where,	  as	  McGilligan	  points	  out,	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  nickname	  Lina	  (Joan	  Fontaine)	  had	  in	  the	  book	  that	  was	  not	  used	  in	  the	  film,	  that,	  “Lina	  has	  two	  nicknames	   in	   the	   book	   –	   “Letterbox,”	   “in	   pleasant	   allusion	   to	   her	  mouth””	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(McGilligan,	  2003:	  288).	  While	  an	  unpleasant	  description	  of	  anybody’s	  mouth,	  it	  does	   support	   the	   notion	   that,	   even	   though	   Hitchcock	   wisely	   did	   not	   use	   the	  nickname	  in	  the	  film,	  he	  did	  develop	  the	  contents	  of	  a	  letterbox	  and	  written	  text	  in	   general	   as	   a	   method	   of	   depicting	   diegetic	   truth	   and	   delineating	   Lina	   and	  Johnnie	  (Cary	  Grant)	  as	  characters.	  	  The	   first	  example	  of	   this	   is	   the	   two	  railway	   tickets	   that	  Lina	  and	   Johnnie	  show	  the	   ticket	   inspector	   in	   the	   first	   scene	   of	   the	   film.	  Hitchcock	   uses	   inserts,	   as	   he	  does	   with	   all	   written	   text	   in	   this	   film,	   to	   help	   form	   the	   spectator’s	   opinion.	  Therefore,	   we	   see	   Lina,	   morally,	   correctly	   placed	   in	   a	   1st	   class	   carriage,	   while	  Johnnie’s	   moral	   class	   is	   commented	   on	   by	   his	   third	   class	   ticket.	   This	   is	   an	  example	  of	  how	  the	  information	  written	  communications	  convey,	  in	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film,	  is	  reliable	  for	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  film.	  And	  yet,	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  the	  written	  word	   is	   the	  element	  Hitchcock	  uses	  not	   just	   to	   tell	   cinematic	   truth,	  but,	  later	  on,	  to	  suggest	  Lina’s	  declining	  mental	  state.	  	  	  Firstly,	  we	   become	   aware	   of	   the	   fact	   that,	   as	   their	   relationship	   develops,	   both	  Lina	  and	  Johnnie	  lie	  to	  each	  other.	  Since	  the	  film	  uses	  Lina	  as	  our	  eyes	  and	  ears	  in	  our	  understanding	  of	  Johnnie,	  we	  are	  aware	  of	  when	  she	  lies	  to	  Johnnie	  and	  the	  reasons	  why:	  she	  lies	  to	  discover	  when	  he	  lies.	  	  	  However,	  Johnnie,	  despite	  his	  charm,	  is	  excluded	  from	  this	  relationship	  with	  the	  audience	  and,	  through	  his	  lies	  to	  both	  Lina	  and	  the	  audience,	  is	  proven	  to	  be	  an	  unreliable	  narrator	  of	  his	  own	  life.	  Therefore,	  we	  require	  written	  proof	  that	  what	  he	  has	  said	  is	  true.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  is	  the	  offer	  of	  a	  job	  from	  Captain	  Melbeck,	  (Leo	  G.	  Carroll)	  revealed	  in	  a	  close	  up	  of	  the	  relevant	  text	  from	  a	  letter	  Johnnie	  takes	  out	  of	  his	  inside	  jacket	  pocket.	  	  	  What	   is	   interesting	   in	   this	   film	   is	   that	  Hitchcock	  has	   inverted	  traditionally-­‐held	  philosophical	  beliefs.	  Penelope	  Deutscher	  notes	  in	  How	  to	  Read	  Derrida	  (2005):	  Speech	   is	   traditionally	   preferred	   over	   writing	   because	   writing	   seems	   to	  derive	   from	   speech.	   According	   to	   Aristotle’s	   On	   Interpretation,	   spoken	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words	  are	  the	  symbols	  of	  mental	  experience,	  while	  written	  words	  are	  the	  secondary	  symbols	  of	  the	  spoken	  word	  (Deutscher,	  2005:	  7).	  	  In	   addition,	   and	   perhaps	   paradoxically,	   one	   is	   also	   reminded	   of	   Lacan’s	  interpretation	  of	  Poe’s	  “The	  Purloined	  Letter,”	  firstly	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  Suspicion	  is	  so	  concerned	  with	   text,	  an	  artefact	  of	  Symbolic	  communication,	  but	  not	   for	   the	  reasons	  discussed	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter.	  Benvenuto	  et	  al	  note:	  Still	  one	  reasonable	  objection	  to	  the	  whole	  programme	  of	  the	  essay	  can	  be	  made	   concerning	   the	   letter	   itself.	   Lacan	  was	   supposed	   to	  be	   emphasising	  the	   power	   of	   speech	   in	   psychoanalysis,	   yet	   he	   used	   a	  written	   letter	   as	   a	  metaphor	   of	   the	   signifier…	   …His	   point	   becomes	   clearer	   if	   one	   considers	  why	  he	  put	  the	  essay	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  Écrits	  –	  it	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  telling	  the	  reader	  how	  to	  approach	  the	  text:	  by	  following	  the	  path	  of	  the	  signifier	  (Benvenuto	  et	  al,	  1986:	  101/2).	  Since,	   in	   Suspicion,	   the	   spoken	   word	   is	   an	   unreliable	   reflection	   of	   mental	  experience,	  Lina	  and	  the	  audience	  must	  follow	  the	  path	  of	  the	  secondary	  symbol	  to	   confirm	   suspicions.	   In	   situations	   such	   as	   the	   death	   of	   Lina’s	   father,	   General	  McLaidlaw	   (Cedric	  Hardwicke),	  whose	   name	   is	   replete	  with	   the	   restrictions	   of	  the	  Symbolic	  realm,	  a	  more	  normal	  form	  of	  notification	  would	  be	  the	  telephone,	  an	  immediate	  form	  of	  spoken	  communication.	  And	  yet,	  the	  information	  is	  given,	  once	  more,	  to	  Lina	  and	  the	  audience	  through	  a	  close	  up	  of	  text,	  this	  time	  of	  the	  telegram	  announcing	  his	  death.	  	  Another	   example	   of	   the	   truthfulness	   of	   the	   written	   word	   in	   the	   film	   is	   the	  unusual	  way	   in	  which	   Inspector	  Hodgson	   (Lumsden	  Hare)	   informs	  Lina	   of	   the	  death	  of	  Beaky	  (Nigel	  Bruce).	  Rather	  than	  tell	  her	  in	  the	  traditional	  method	  that	  we	  are	  all	  familiar	  with	  of	  the	  policeman	  saying,	  “I	  have	  some	  bad	  news	  for	  you,”	  the	  policeman	  hands	  her	   a	   newspaper	   for	   her	   to	   read	  of	  Beaky’s	   death.	  Henry	  Bond,	  writing	   of	   a	   1962	  murder,	   notes	   in	  Lacan	   at	   the	   Scene	   that,	   “During	   the	  period	   in	  which	   these	   photographs	  were	   taken,	   newspapers	  were	   the	   primary	  means	  of	  finding	  out	  about	  such	  crimes”	  (Bond,	  2012:	  139).	  Following	  the	  logic	  that	   the	   film	   is	   depicting,	   an	   event	   being	   reported	   in	   the	   newspaper	   gains	   a	  veracity	  that	  the	  spoken	  word	  lacks.	  Such	  is	  this	  veracity	  that,	  directly	  above	  the	  stop	  press	  news	  announcing	  Beaky’s	  death,	   there	   is	  a	  column,	  rather	  unusually	  
	   147 
for	  a	  front	  page,	  of	  horseracing	  form	  where	  the	  “nap	  of	  the	  day”	  is	  a	  horse	  called	  Old	  Melody.	  	  	  
	  Fig.	  3.	  Suspicion.	  The	  newspaper	  tells	  the	  truth.	  	  This,	   I	   believe,	   serves	   a	  double	  purpose.	   Firstly,	   it	   links	   Johnnie,	   the	   inveterate	  horse	   gambler,	   to	   Beaky’s	   death,	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	  written	  word,	   through	   the	  juxtaposition	   of	   the	   two	   news	   items.	   	   Secondly,	   the	   name	   of	   the	   horse	   further	  connects	   Johnnie	  to	  the	  recurring	  Straus	  waltz63	  played	  when	  Lina	  and	  Johnnie	  first	  dance,	   throughout	   their	   off-­‐screen	  honeymoon	  and	  on	   their	   return,	  which	  was	  a	  68-­‐year-­‐old	  “old	  melody”	  Weiner	  Blut	  in	  1941.	  	  This	   waltz	   has	   already	   taken	   on	   more	   sinister	   connotations	   as	   Johnnie	   is	  whistling	  the	  melody	  when	  Lina	  initially	  suspects	  he	  has	  murdered	  Beaky.	  Later	  on,	   the	   refrain	   is	   included	   in	   the	   score	   as	   he	   mounts	   the	   stairs	   with	   the	  suspicious	  glass	  of	  milk.	   I	  would	   infer	   that	  here	  Hitchcock	  was	  playing	  with	   its	  title,	   for	   those	   audience	   members	   who	   knew	   it,	   as	   a	   way	   of	   encouraging	   the	  audience	  to	  believe	  in	  murderous	  thoughts,	  for	  its	  translation	  is	  Viennese	  Blood.	  
                                                           63	  I	  would	  doubt	  this	  is	  a	  coincidence,	  for	  Hitchcock	  uses	  music	  as	  a	  commentary	  on	  action	  in	  
Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt,	  with	  the	  recurring	  Merry	  Widow	  refrain	  and	  in	  Rear	  Window	  as	  has	  been	  commented	  upon	  on	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter.	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To	  return	  to	  the	  newspaper	  article,	  what	  is	  also	  of	  interest	  is	  that	  even	  in	  a	  shot	  which	  lasts	  eleven	  seconds	  on	  screen,	  enough	  time	  for	  us	  to	  read	  all	  the	  text	  on	  screen,	   Hitchcock,	   not	   for	   the	   first	   or	   last	   time	   in	   his	   films,	   has	   included	  information	  which	  enriches	  a	  symbolic	  understanding	  of	  the	  film.	  Furthermore,	  that	  he	  has	  done	  so	  through	  the	  written	  word	  supports	  the	  notion	  that	  it	   is	  the	  written	  word	  that	  the	  careful	  spectator	  should	  pay	  attention	  to	  in	  this	  film.	  	  However,	  Lina	  needs	  to	  be	  more	  careful	   than	  the	  spectator.	  Such	   is	  her	   faith	   in	  the	   written	   word	   that	   it	   actually	   feeds	   her	   burgeoning	   neurosis.	   The	   first	  example	  of	  this	  is	  the	  game	  of	  anagrams	  that	  she,	  Beaky	  and	  Johnnie	  play64.	  Even	  though	   Beaky	   claims	   he	   can	   only	   decipher	   three-­‐letter	   words	   in	   the	   game,	   he	  creates	   the	   word	   “doubtful”	   by	   adding	   the	   suffix	   to	   Lina’s	   “doubt”,	   suggesting	  that	   she,	   and	   the	   audience,	   should	   be	   dubious	   of	   the	   next	   word	   she	   creates,	  which	  is	  “murder”.	  In	  addition,	  it	  is	  Beaky	  who	  suggests	  that	  if	  he	  had	  an	  E	  and	  an	  R,	   he	   could	   make	   the	   word	   “murderer.”	   	   Thus,	   with	   three	   words,	   “doubtful”,	  “murder”	   and	   “murderer”,	   Hitchcock	   has	   instilled	   doubt	   in	   the	   audience	   and	  suspicion	  in	  Lina.	  	  	  In	   fact,	   Lina	   immediately	   has	   her	   suspicions,	   rather	   than	   doubts,	   expressed	  cinematically	  through	  her	  imagining	  Beaky’s	  fall	  to	  his	  death.	  	  This	  is	  significant,	  as	   exteriorising	   a	   character’s	   thoughts	  with	   images65	   is	   a	   technique	   Hitchcock	  rarely	   uses,	   particularly	   when	   foreseeing	   events.66	   Therefore,	   we	   should	   be	  careful	  about	  how	  we	  react	   to	   it.	  For	   I	  believe	   it	   is	   the	   first	   indication	   that	   it	   is	  Lina,	   and	   not	   Beaky,	  who	   is	   falling:	   into	   a	   neurotic	   state	   of	   delusion.	   This	   is	   a	  similar	  effect	  to	  the	  one	  achieved	  in	  Vertigo.	  We	  identify	  so	  completely	  with	  Lina	  and	  Scottie	  at	   the	  beginnings	  of	   the	  respective	   films	  that	  we	  are	   loath	  to	  doubt	  their	   perspective.	  However,	   in	  Vertigo	  Hitchcock	   ensures	   that	  we	   are	   removed	  from	  Scottie’s	  perspective	  with	  Judy’s	  flashback.	  In	  Suspicion	  though,	  we	  receive	  
                                                           64	  Unsurprisingly	  Johnnie	  creates	  no	  words	  in	  the	  game.	  65	  Vertigo	  does	  the	  same	  with	  the	  dream	  sequence,	  while	  Psycho	  has	  Marion	  imagining	  reactions	  to	  the	  crime	  aurally.	  66	  An	  exception	  is	  the	  aquarium	  in	  London	  Zoo	  dissolving	  into	  Piccadilly	  Circus	  crumbling	  in	  Verloc’s	  imagination	  in	  Sabotage.	  Flashbacks,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  as	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  4.10	  and	  dreams	  as	  discussed	  in	  the	  following	  chapter	  look	  back	  on	  events	  or	  are	  depictions	  of	  present	  trauma.	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no	   such	   relief	   and,	   like	   Lina,	   become	   convinced	   that	   Johnnie	  wants	   to	  murder	  her.	   In	   this	   respect,	   Suspicion	   is	   a	  more	   challenging	   piece	   of	   film	  making	   than	  
Vertigo,	   in	   terms	   of	   confirming	   audience	   identification	   with	   the	   female	  protagonist.	  	  Furthermore,	  her	  reading	  habits	  change	  within	  the	  film.	  When	  she	  is	   first	  seen,	  she	  is	  reading	  a	  book	  called	  “Child	  Psychology”,	  which	  is	  obviously	  intended	  as	  a	  comment	   on	   Johnnie,	   and,	   later	   on,	   Beaky,	   and	   how	   she	   should	   treat	   them.	   It	  could	   also	   be	   seen	   as	   a	   comment	   on	   her	   own	   underdeveloped	   psyche.	   This	   is	  demonstrated	   with	   her	   fertile	   imagination	   during	   the	   anagrams	   game.	   Freud	  notes	   in	   a	   short	   essay	   called	   “Family	  Romances”	   (1909)	   that,	   “For	   an	   essential	  feature	  of	  neurosis,	  and	  also	  of	  any	  considerable	  talent,	   is	  a	  special	   imaginative	  activity”	   (Freud,	   2003:	   38).	   The	   frequently	   criticised	   ending,	   which	   will	   be	  discussed	   further	   on,	   is	   actually	   psychoanalytically	   satisfying,	   since	   it	   confirms	  Lina’s	   neurosis	   as	   being	   fuelled	   by	   her	   imagination,	   which	   is	   aided	   by	   the	  fictional	  written	  word.	  	  	  	  This	  theme	  of	  trusting	  the	  fictional	  word	  is	  developed	  from	  the	  time	  she	  meets	  the	  author,	  Isobel	  Sedbusk	  (Auriol	  Lee).	  Lina	  is	  then	  seen	  carrying	  Isobel’s	  latest	  book	  under	  her	  arm,	  with	  the	  word	  “Murder”	  from	  the	  title	  clearly	  visible.	  At	  this	  stage,	  however,	  Lina	  is	  unconcerned	  about	  murder.	  	  	  Later,	   the	  same	  book	  is	  shown	  in	  close	  up	  as	  she	   listens	  to	  Johnnie	   lying	  to	  the	  police	   about	   staying	  at	  his	   club.	  We	   see	   the	  name	  of	   the	  book,	   “Murder	  on	   the	  Footbridge.”	  She	  picks	  it	  up,	  with	  the	  book	  in	  close	  up	  and	  there	  is	  a	  dissolve	  to	  her	  approaching	  Isobel’s	  house.	  The	  following	  exchange	  is	  then	  heard:	  Lina:	  I	  couldn’t	  put	  my	  light	  out	  till	  three	  this	  morning.	  I	  was	  so	  interested	  in	  your	  last	  book.	  Isobel:	  I	  never	  knew	  you	  were	  such	  a	  murder	  story	  fan.	  Lina:	  Neither	  did	  I	  until	  recently.	  Henry	   Bond	   in	   Lacan	   at	   the	   Scene	   describes	   such	   generic	   fiction	   as	   “airport	  fiction”	   or	   “poolside	   fiction”.	  He	   then	  goes	  on	   to	  describe	   the	  purpose	  of	   these	  books	  as	  follows:	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Such	  books	   function	  only	   to	  engross	   the	   reader,	   they	  are	  mental	   chewing	  gum	  that	  primarily	  distracts	  attention	  and	  provides	  temporary	  relief	  from	  anxieties	  and	  worries	  that	  the	  reader	  would	  otherwise	  have	  on	  their	  mind	  (Bond,	  2012:	  145).	  While	   Lina	   is	   engrossed	   until	   three	   in	   the	  morning,	   her	   reading	   of	   the	   generic	  text	  serves	  precisely	  the	  opposite	  purpose:	  it	  focuses	  her	  attention	  and	  increases	  her	  anxieties	  and	  worries.	  The	  longer	  she	  chews	  the	  gum,	  the	  greater	  her	  anxiety	  becomes.	   She	   has	   crossed	   the	   (foot)bridge	   to	   arrive	   at	   her	   own	   fully-­‐blown	  neurotic	  episode.	  Bond	  also	  notes	  that	  reading	  such	  books	  can	  have	  a	  therapeutic	  purpose:	  Like	  a	  self-­‐imposed	  or	  improvised	  version	  of	  behavioural	  therapy	  in	  which	  the	   patient	   is	   trained	   to	   consciously	   block	   errant	   thought	   patterns	   and	  replace	   them	   with	   others	   that	   have	   less	   damaging	   consequences	   (ibid:	  145).	  Once	  again,	  Lina’s	  reading	  serves	   the	  opposite	   function	  of	   fuelling	  her	  neurosis	  and	   so	   is	   not	   therapeutic	   at	   all.	   She	   has	   followed	   the	   signifier	   of	   written	  communication	  as	  a	  means	  of	  telling	  the	  truth	  and	  transferred	  it,	  in	  her	  neurotic	  state,	   into	   all	   forms	  of	  written	   communication,	   including	   fiction,	   as	   a	  means	  of	  telling	  her	  truth	  as	  she	  perceives	  it.	  In	  other	  words,	  for	  her	  the	  fictional	  murder	  is	  the	  letter	  of	  the	  (Symbolic)	  law.	  	  In	   this	   delusional	   and	   neurotic	   state,	   all	   written	   communication	   is	   now	  dangerous	  to	  Lina’s	  psyche.	  Thus,	  in	  the	  letter	  she	  finds	  from	  Johnnie	  to	  Melbeck,	  the	  phrase,	   “I	  am	  sure	   I	   can	   find	  some	  other	  way	   to	  pay	  you	  back	   the	  money	   I	  owe	  you,”	  is	  not	  the	  plea	  of	  a	  desperate	  man	  to	  buy	  more	  time.	  Instead,	  for	  Lina,	  there	  are	  only	  three	  words	  of	  any	  meaning,	  “some	  other	  way,”	  which	  Hitchcock	  highlights	  by	  slightly	  shading	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  text	  in	  the	  inevitable	  cutaway	  close	  up	  to	  the	  text.	  Of	  course,	  in	  her	  mind,	  and	  the	  audience’s,	  the	  “some	  other	  way”	  involves	  her	  own	  death,	  a	  fantasy	  which	  is	  confirmed	  when	  she	  sees	  in	  the	  letter	  from	  the	  life	  insurance	  company	  that	  only	  her	  death	  would	  allow	  Johnnie	  access	  to	  the	  policy	  funds.	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It	   should	   not	   be	   forgotten	   that	   this	   journey	   into	   neurosis	   and	   delusion	   which	  ends	  on	  the	  cliff	  top	  is	  one	  she	  has	  initiated	  herself.	  However,	  there	  is	  one	  final	  point	  to	  make	  about	  written	  communication	  in	  Suspicion	  and	  it	  is	  that,	  following	  the	  logic	  explored	  here,	  Lina	  wrote	  her	  true	  feelings	  down	  when	  she	  attempted	  to	  leave	  Johnnie	  and	  return	  to	  the	  family	  home.	  Her	  tearing	  up	  of	  the	  note	  is	  thus	  a	  rejection	  of	  the	  rationality	  of	  the	  Superego	  and	  a	  surrender	  to	  the	  desire	  of	  the	  Id.	  	  	  To	  confirm	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  foregrounding	  writing	  as	  a	  form	  of	  communication	  in	  Suspicion,	  we	  need	  to	  consider	  two	  final	  points.	  The	  first	  is	  Hitchcock’s	  cameo	  appearance,	  which,	  as	  in	  many	  other	  cases,	  also	  offers	  poignant	  commentary	  on	  the	  narrative.	  He	  is	  seen	  in	  the	  village	  posting	  a	  letter,	  thus	  alluding	  to	  the	  final	  image	  that	  he	  wanted	  as	  discussed	  below.	  	  This	   cameo	   leads	   to	   the	   second	   point	   which	   is	   the	   alternative	   ending	   that	  Hitchcock	  wanted.	  According	  to	  Hitchcock,	  what	  he	  wanted	  was	  as	  follows:	  The	  scene	  I	  wanted,	  but	  it	  was	  never	  shot,	  was	  for	  Cary	  Grant	  to	  bring	  her	  a	  glass	   of	   milk	   that’s	   been	   poisoned	   and	   Joan	   Fontaine	   has	   just	   finished	   a	  letter	  to	  her	  mother:	  “Dear	  Mother,	  I’m	  desperately	  in	  love	  with	  him,	  but	  I	  don’t	  want	  to	  live	  because	  he’s	  a	  killer.	  Though	  I’d	  rather	  die,	  I	  think	  society	  should	   be	   protected	   from	  him.”	   Then,	   Cary	  Grant	   comes	   in	  with	   the	   fatal	  glass	  and	  she	  says,	  “Will	  you	  mail	   this	   letter	  to	  Mother	  for	  me,	  dear?”	  She	  drinks	   the	   milk	   and	   dies.	   Fade	   out	   and	   fade	   in	   on	   one	   short	   shot:	   Cary	  Grant,	  whistling	  cheerfully,	  walks	  over	  to	  the	  mailbox	  and	  pops	  the	  letter	  in	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  142).	  So	   what	   we	   are	   left	   with,	   as	   in	   many	   cases,	   is	   Hitchcock’s	   version	   of	   events.	  Certain	  events	  in	  the	  film	  support	  his	  version,	  while	  others,	  argued	  above,	  would	  seem	  to	  contradict	  it.	  As	  has	  been	  delineated	  previously,	  the	  film	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  an	   extremely	   satisfying	   portrait	   of	   the	   development	   of	   a	   neurosis	   based	   on	   a	  delusion	   caused	   by	   an	   overactive	   imagination	   and	   hysteria.	   From	   this	  perspective,	   the	   final	   scene,	   as	   it	   is,	   is	   well	   conceived,	   in	   that	   it	   reveals	   the	  delusion	   for	   what	   it	   is,	   but,	   since	   it	   relies	   on	   a	   cinematically	   dissatisfying	  situation,	  is	  poorly	  executed.	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Nevertheless,	   there	   are	   a	   number	   of	   clues	   that	   support	   Hitchcock’s	   claim.	   The	  first,	   as	   already	   referred	   to,	   is	   the	   number	   of	   allusions	   to	   written	  communications	  in	  the	  film.	  The	  second	  is	  contained	  in	  the	  very	  first	  scene	  of	  the	  film	  when	  Johnnie	  is	  seeking	  the	  three	  halfpennies	  he	  needs	  to	  pay	  his	  first	  class	  fare	  for	  the	  train	  journey.	  He	  alights	  on	  the	  stamp	  which	  Lina	  has	  and	  hands	  this	  to	  the	  conductor,	  saying,	  as	  a	  parting	  shot,	  “Write	  to	  your	  mother.”	  Naturally,	  this	  beginning	  foregrounds	  the	  ending	  Hitchcock	  stated	  he	  wanted	  in	  interviews,	  on	  more	  than	  one	  occasion:	  Lina	  writing	  to	  her	  mother	  of	  her	  impending	  death.	  	  And	   yet	   there	   is	   a	   final	   point	   which	   needs	   to	   be	   considered.	   Hitchcock,	   by	  repeatedly	  saying	  that	  he	  was	  dissatisfied	  with	  the	  ending	  as	  it	  is	  and	  stating	  the	  ending	   he	   wanted,	   is	   actually	   creating	   the	   alternative	   ending	   in	   the	   viewer’s	  mind.	   As	   a	   result,	   the	   second	   or	   third	   time	   viewer,	   cognisant	   of	   Hitchcock’s	  opinions,	  can	  imagine	  a	  different	  ending	  in	  which	  Lina	  dies	  and	  Johnnie	  posts	  the	  letter	   she	   has	   written.	   As	   such,	   this	   is	   one	   of	   the	   first	   examples	   of	   one	   of	  Hitchcock’s	  false	  endings.67	  	  	  He	   is,	   therefore,	   designing	   an	   ending	   after	   the	   fact,	   rather	   than	  before	   the	   fact	  and,	  in	  so	  doing,	  does	  the	  opposite	  of	  what	  Lina	  is	  aware	  of	  in	  the	  original	  source	  material:	  knowing	  of	  her	  death	  Before	   the	  Fact.	  From	  a	  psychoanalytic	  point	  of	  view,	  though,	  this	  ending	  is	  unsatisfactory	  as	  it	  denudes	  the	  film	  of	  psychological	  nuances,	  because	  Lina	  would	  have	  been	  right	  all	  along:	  her	  husband	  was	  trying	  to	  kill	  her.	  This	  would	  have	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  audience	  seeking	  concrete	  clues	  for	  Johnnie’s	  duplicity	  and	  ignoring	  Lina’s	  doubts	  as	  certainties.	  	  	  	  
6.3	  The	  Spoken	  Word	  as	  Saboteur	  Eric	   Rohmer	   and	   Claude	   Chabrol	   describe	   Saboteur	   in	   the	   following	   terms,	  
“Saboteur	   is	   only	   –	   and	   only	   claims	   to	   be	   –	   an	   entertainment”	   (Rohmer	   et	   al,	  
1979:	   70).	   Such	   words	   define	   and	   dismiss	   one	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   most	   overtly	  political	   films.	   It	   was	   necessarily	   political	   because,	   at	   the	   time	   of	   it	   release,	  America	  had	  been	  at	  war	  for	  four	  months	  and	  Hitchcock	  had	  been	  released	  from	  the	  restraints	  of	  the	  American	  Neutrality	  Act,	  as	  McGilligan	  notes:	  
                                                           67	  Cf.	  The	  Wrong	  Man,	  Psycho,	  and	  Topaz.	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Pearl	  Harbor	  suddenly	  freed	  Hitchcock	  to	  be	  more	  explicit	  with	  his	  subject	  matter	  in	  the	  new	  film	  –	  now	  called	  Saboteur.	  Although	  work	  on	  the	  story	  had	   been	   ongoing	   since	   the	   early	   summer,	   a	   series	   of	   crucial	   revisions	  would	  occur	  after	  America	  went	  to	  war	  (McGilligan,	  2003:	  294).	  Therefore,	   unlike	   in,	   for	   example,	   Foreign	   Correspondent,	   the	   enemy	   could	   be	  addressed	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  political	   ideology.	  Yet,	  as	  will	  be	  argued	  below,	  and	  paradoxically	  for	  Hitchcock,	  most	  of	  these	  changes	  are	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  spoken	  word.	  Saboteur	  is	  a	  film	  that	  displays	  its	  political	  ideology	  and	  critiques	  of	  other	  ideologies	  through	  the	  exchanges	  between	  Kane	  (Robert	  Cummings)	  and	  Tobin	  (Otto	  Kruger),	  when	  they	  are	  by	  themselves.	  	  From	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  how	  Hitchcock	  uses	  different	  types	  of	  written	  text,	  the	  purpose	  of	  these	  communications	  is	  completely	  different	  from	  Suspicion.	  They	  do	  not	   seek	   to	   offer	   indicators	   of	   neurosis,	   as	   suggested	   in	   Suspicion,	   but	   either	  serve	  to	  make	   ironic	  comments	  on	  the	  plight	  of	   the	  protagonist	  or	   forward	  the	  narrative	  arc.	  However,	  before	  these	  points	  are	  discussed,	  attention	  must	  be	  paid	  to	  the	  name	  of	  the	  protagonist.	  	  	  In	  Hitchcock’s	  work,	  character	  names	   frequently	   infer	  character	   traits	  and	  how	  the	  audience	  should	  react	  to	  them.	  On	  the	  surface,	  the	  name	  Barry	  Kane	  seems	  to	  offer	  no	  such	  possibility.	  However,	   I	  believe	  that	  Hitchcock	  has	  achieved	  a	  very	  subtle	  way	   of	   giving	   symbolic	  meaning	   to	   the	   surname.	   One	   of	   the	   uncredited	  writers	  for	  Saboteur	  is	  John	  Houseman,	  who	  was	  similarly	  uncredited	  on	  Citizen	  
Kane.	  McGilligan	  writes	   in	  a	   footnote,	   “Barry	  Kane,	   the	  character’s	  name,	  dated	  from	  the	  first	  script	  sessions	  with	  John	  Houseman	  –	  Hitchcock’s	  tease	  to	  Citizen	  
Kane”	  (ibid	  301).	  Rather	  than	  being	  a	  tease	  to	  Citizen	  Kane,	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	   a	  deliberate	   reference	   to	   the	   film,	   as	   it	   now	  allows	  Barry	  Kane	   to	  be	  Citizen	  Kane,	   in	   other	   words,	   an	   everyman	   figure,	   representative	   of	   precisely	   the	  attitudes	  and	  beliefs	  that	  America	  was	  extolling	  in	  a	  time	  of	  war.	  	  Text	  is	  first	  introduced	  into	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film	  in	  the	  first	  scene	  of	  the	  film	  when	  Fry	  is	  bumped	  into	  and	  drops	  four	  letters	  all	  addressed	  to	  Mr.	  Frank	  Fry,	  Deep	  Springs	  Ranch,	  Spring	  Ville	  California.	  This	  careless	  saboteur	  has	  thus	  given	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Kane	  the	  information	  about	  the	  place	  he	  will	  make	  his	  way	  towards	  as	  he	  moves	  away	   from	   the	   police.	   It	   is	   in	   this	   sequence	   that	   Kane	   learns	   Fry’s	   name	   and	  states,	   “Wait	   a	  minute	   I	   saw	   it	   on	   the	   envelope.	   Fry!	   That’s	   it,	   Fry.”	   The	   name	  becomes,	  for	  Kane	  at	  least,	  a	  signifier	  he	  must	  continually	  move	  towards.	  Indeed,	  it	   is	   only	   when	   he	   sees	   the	   name	   Fry	   in	   writing	   that	   cinematic	   truth	   is	  established,	  as	  will	  be	  discussed	  below.	  	  There	  is	  a	  three-­‐second	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  as	  Kane	  picks	  up	  the	  letters	  and	  gives	  them	  back	  to	  Fry,	  which	  is	  not	  enough	  time	  for	  the	  audience	  or	  the	  character	  to	  memorize	   the	   information.	   To	   achieve	   the	   effect	   of	   Kane	   remembering	   the	  address	  as	  he	  is	  given	  a	  lift	  by	  the	  truck	  driver,	  the	  camera	  zooms	  into	  a	  close	  up	  of	   Kane	   which	   is	   then	   superimposed	   with	   a	   ten-­‐second	   shot	   of	   the	   envelope	  being	  picked	  up	  and	  brought	  into	  focus.	  	  The	  soundtrack	  of	  boots	  marching	  acts	  as	   a	   counterpoint	   that	   recalls	   the	  original	   setting	  of	   a	  mass	  of	  hungry	  workers	  going	   to	  dinner,	  but	  more	  ominously	  also	  evokes	  marching	  boots	  going	   to	  war,	  which	   is,	   of	   course,	   precisely	   what	   America	   was	   doing	   when	   the	   film	   was	  conceived.	  Thus,	   the	  audience	   is	  made	  aware	  through	  both	  sound	  and	  text	   that	  Kane	  is	  going	  to	  be	  facing	  serious	  threats;	  threats	  which	  appear	  in	  the	  next	  scene.	  	  	  What	   this	   combining	   of	   text	   and	   sound	   also	   achieves	   is	   something	   that	   Bruce	  Fink	   describes	   in	   his	   essay	   “Reading	   “The	   Instance	   of	   the	   Letter	   in	   the	  Unconscious””	  (2004),	  as,	  “…situating	  the	  text	  in	  what	  seems	  to	  be	  an	  unsuitable	  manner	  –	  between	  writing	  and	  speech”	  (Fink,	  2004:	  63).	  It	  is	  precisely	  with	  the	  addition	  of	  the	  marching	  boots	  soundtrack	  that	  the	  filmic	  text	  operates	  between	  writing	  and	  speech.	  The	   text	   seen	  on	   screen	  gives	  Kane	   important	   information	  but	   the	   non-­‐diegetic	   sound	   gives	   the	   audience	   information	   which	   operates	  without	  writing	  and	  speech,	  or	  rather	  between	  writing	  and	  speech.	  	  This	   is	   further	   exemplified	   after	   a	   seemingly	   innocent	   interchange	   between	  Tobin	  and	  Kane	  by	  the	  pool	  of	  the	  ranch.	  Suggesting	  the	  innocence	  of	  the	  scene	  is	  the	   baby,	   Suzie,	  who	   plays	  with	   both	   her	   grandfather	   and	   Kane.	   However,	   the	  truth	  of	   the	  scene	   is	   revealed	  as	  Suzie,	   after	  her	  grandfather	  has	  gone	   indoors,	  takes	   the	   letters	   Tobin	   had	   placed	   in	   his	   coat	   pocket	   and	   throws	   them	   to	   the	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floor.	   Suzie	   is	  obviously	  at	   a	  nascent	   stage	  of	   spoken	   language,	  but	  her	  actions	  offer	  a	  visual	  expression	  of	  the	  phrase,	  “out	  of	  the	  mouths	  of	  babes	  and	  infants”.	  	  	  This	   is	   significant	   and	   further	   suggests	   the	   importance	   of	   written	   text	   as	  indicating	  truth	  in	  the	  film.	  In	  fact,	  this	  exchange	  confirms	  it:	  Kane:	  The	  baby	  had	  the	  letters	  I	  tell	  you.	  Tobin:	   Suzie	   will	   only	   be	   too	   glad	   to	   co-­‐operate.	   But	   it’ll	   be	   quite	   a	   few	  months	  before	  she’ll	  be	  of	  any	  assistance.	  Here	   it	   is	   the	  written	  word	   that	   tells	   the	   truth,	   but	   due	   to	   his	   standing	   in	   the	  social	  order,	  Tobin	  is	  automatically	  believed	  to	  be	  verbalizing	  the	  truth,	  whereas	  Kane	  is	  not.	  Tobin	  voices	  this	  position	  as	  follows:	  	  I'm	   a	   prominent	   citizen,	   widely	   respected.	   You	   are	   an	   obscure	  workman	  wanted	  for	  committing	  an	  extremely	  unpopular	  crime.	  Now	  which	  of	  us	  do	  you	  think	  the	  police	  will	  believe?	  Tobin’s	   louche	   charm	   and	   facility	   with	   speech	   suggest	   that	   prominence	   and	  respectability	  come	  at	  the	  cost	  of	  the	  truth	  and	  personifies	  Fink’s	  description	  of	  speech:	  	  Speech	  apparently	  leaves	  more	  holes	  than	  writing.	  It	  does	  not	  allow	  one	  to	  “tighten	  things	  up”	  quite	  so	  much.	  It	  is	  looser,	  easier	  to	  wriggle	  in	  and	  out	  of…	  …and	  easier	  to	  turn	  to	  one’s	  purposes	  (Fink,	  2004:	  68).	  Tobin	   is	   so	   successful	   at	   wriggling	   through	   speech	   that	   he	   manages	   to	   leave	  events	   of	   the	   film	   unpunished	   and	   is	   last	   seen	   shaking	   hands	   with	   a	   military	  figure	  using	  his	  left	  hand,	  a	  gesture	  which	  is	  generally	  unacceptable	  in	  Western	  culture.	  	  There	  is	  a	  second	  sequence	  involving	  the	  initial	  envelope	  with	  the	  address	  Deep	  Spring	  Ranch	   and	   it	   is	   immediately	   after	   Suzie	   throws	   the	   letters	   on	   the	   floor.	  Once	  again	  Hitchcock	  superimposes	  the	  letter	  in	  close	  up.	  The	  soundtrack	  is	  once	  again	  the	  sinister	  sound	  of	  the	  boots	  marching.	  This	  time,	  though,	  the	  envelope	  contains	  the	  additional	  information	  of	  c/o	  Charles	  Tobin.	  Thus,	  at	  a	  textual	  level	  Fry	  and	  Tobin	  are	  brought	  together	  as	  co-­‐conspirators.	  And	  yet,	  what	  makes	  the	  sequence	  more	   interesting	   is	   that	   the	   envelope	  Kane	   is	   “seeing”	   is	   the	   original	  envelope.	   This	   would	   seem	   to	   suggest	   that	   Hitchcock	   is	   interested	   here	   in	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attempting	  to	  depict	  the	  process	  of	  remembering	  and	  how	  details	  can	  be	  recalled	  after	  the	  original	  event	  has	  taken	  place.	  	  The	   sequence	   is	   also	   significant	   as	   it	   concludes	   with	   Kane,	   and	   the	   audience,	  reading	  where	  Fry	   is	  going	  next.	  Thus,	   for	  Kane	  the	  next	  stage	  of	  his	  quest	  has	  been	  given	  to	  him.	  It	  is	  almost	  as	  if	  the	  text	  functions	  as	  a	  royal	  edict	  for	  Kane	  to	  prove	  himself	  so	  that	  he	  can	  marry	  the	  princess.	  	  To	  marry	   the	   princess	   one	  must	   first	   have	   a	   princess	   and,	   after	   escaping	   and	  evading	  the	  police,	  Kane	  eventually	  meets	  her.	  In	  a	  predominantly	  wooden	  cabin	  in	   a	   forest,	   both	   redolent	  with	  Freudian	   symbolism	  of	   the	   Id,	  Kane	   encounters	  the	  blind	  uncle,	  Philip	  Martin.	  This	  mentor-­‐like	  figure,	  who	  says,	  “You	  know	  I	  can	  see	   a	   great	   deal	   farther	   than	   you.	   I	   can	   see	   intangible	   things.	   For	   example,	  innocence,”	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  Lacanian	  master,	  described	  by	  Philippe	  Julien	  in	  Jacques	  Lacan’s	  Return	  to	  Freud	  as:	  …	  When	  the	  master	  speaks,	  everything	  works…	  …The	  master	  says	  the	  right	  things	   and	   makes	   all	   the	   right	   moves	   because	   he	   employs	   the	   master-­‐signifiers,	   the	   very	  ones	   that	   organize	   the	   city	   as	   a	   city…	  …In	  one	  who	   is	  simultaneously	   an	   orator,	   a	   politician,	   and	   a	   lover	   of	   language,	   the	   art	   of	  elocution	  suffices	  (Julien,	  1994:	  58).	  Within	  the	  argument	  being	  presented	  here	  of	  the	  written	  word	  being	  favoured	  as	  a	   vehicle	   of	   truth,	   the	   blind	   uncle	   is	   a	   metaphorical	   and	   metaphysical	  understanding	   of	   what	   truth	   is.	   He	   is	   also	   the	   soul	   of	   the	   film,	   if	   we	   consider	  Lacan,	   “…the	   soul,	   which	   is	   a	   lucid	   blind	   man,	   reads	   its	   own	   nature	   in	   the	  archetypes	  that	  the	  world	  echoes	  back	  to	  him”	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  588).	  For	  the	  uncle,	  this	  soul	  which	  rings	  true	  is	  something	  that	  exists	  beyond	  words,	  namely	  beyond	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  of	  written	  or	  spoken	  language.	  The	  blind	  uncle’s	  “truth”	  is,	  in	  fact,	  the	  Real,	  precisely	  that	  which	  cannot	  be	  described	  by	  words.	  The	  paradox	  of	  course	  is	  that	  his	  “vision”	  can	  only	  be	  expressed	  through	  words,	  but	  for	  Kane	  and	  Pat	  (Priscilla	  Lane),	  his	  niece,	  “the	  art	  of	  elocution	  suffices.”	  It	  is	  an	  elocution	  that	  Pat	  necessarily,	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  the	  plot,	  soon	  forgets.	  	  Indeed,	   her	   loyalty	   to	   Kane	   is	   only	   assured	   after	   Bone’s	   (Pedro	   de	   Cordoba)	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speech68	  as	  Pat	  and	  Kane	  hide	  from	  the	  police	  with	  the	  circus	  troupe.	  The	  speech	  is,	   for	  Hitchcock,	  an	  unusually	  overt	  political	  statement	  and	  each	  character	   is	  a	  metaphorical	  depiction	  of	  the	  nations	  involved	  in	  the	  war.	  The	  Major	  is	  obviously	  Germany,	  Esmeralda	  could	  be	  said	   to	  be	   the	  depiction	  of	   the	  French	  under	   the	  Vichy	  regime.	  Tatiana,	  by	  being	  on	  both	  sides	  at	  once,	  represents	  the	  supposed	  neutrality	   of	   Spain	   and	   Portugal,	   while	   Bones,	   by	   giving	   the	   speech,	   is	   the	  representation	   of	   America	   and	  Britain.	   The	   twins	   could	   perhaps	   represent	   the	  duplicitous	  nature	  of	  the	  Russians	  and	  the	  way	  they	  switched	  allegiances.	  	  The	  next	   situation	  where	   text	   is	   used	   is	   the	   first	   of	   three	   involving	  newspaper	  headlines.	  The	  latter	  two	  headlines	  are	  purely	  expository,	  the	  first	  of	  which69	  is	  used	   to	   inform	   the	   audience	  of	   the	   saboteurs’	   plans	   and	   is	   accompanied	  by	   an	  illustration	   on	  American	  Newsreels	   headed	   notepaper	   showing	   the	   position	   of	  the	  sound	  truck,	  camera,	  slipway	  and	  ship	  to	  be	  launched.	  The	  final	  headline70	  is	  slightly	   more	   interesting	   as	   it	   is	   shot	   from	   Kane’s	   point	   of	   view	   and,	   as	   the	  camera	  moves	  from	  right	  to	  left	  over	  the	  various	  headlines,	  is	  accompanied	  by	  an	  exchange	  in	  voiceover	  between	  Tobin	  and	  Mrs.	  Sutton	  (Alma	  Kruger):	  Tobin:	   Tomorrow’s	   work.	   We	   can’t	   abandon	   that	   after	   all	   your	  preparations.	  	  Mrs.	  Sutton:	  But	  Charles	  the	  risk…	  	  
                                                           
68 His speech is as follows: In this situation I find a parallel for the present world predicament. We 
stand defeated at the outset. You, Esmeralda, have sympathy, yet you’re willing to remain passive and 
let the inevitable happen. I have a belief, yet I’m tempted to let myself be overridden by force. The rest 
of you, with the exception of this malignant jerk, are ignorant of the facts and therefore confused. 
Thank heaven we’re still members of a democracy, we’ll put the matter to a vote. 
The major: No Vote! I’m against voting. 
Bones: Fascists! The twins as usual are on opposite sides and so their votes paired. Tatiana’s on both 
sides at once and therefore neutral. The major is for giving these young people to the police and I 
frankly am against it. 	  
69 NEWEST ADDITION TO FLEET WILL BE LAUNCHED TODAY 
BROOKLYN NAVY YARD TO STAGE HISTORIC EVENT 
SHIP COMPLETED IN RECORD TIME 
MANY NOTABLES TO TAKE PART IN CEREMONY 	  
70 MRS. SUTTON HOSTESS OF BRILLIANT EVENT 
TERRIFIC BLAZE IN EASTLINE, Story and list of twenty injured in conflagration. Pg. 3 
THREE PERSONS KILLED IN TRAFFIC CRASH BATTLESHIP	  SLIDES	  DOWN	  WAYS	  TODAY	  AT	  11:30	  A.M.	  BROOKLYN	  NAVAL	  YARD	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Tobin:	  Is	  great.	  I	  know	  that.	  But	  unfortunately	  we	  will	  have	  to	  carry	  out	  our	  orders.71	  This	   is	   an	  aural	   version	  of	   the	   effect	  of	  memory	   created	  with	   the	   remembered	  address	   on	   the	   letter.	   I	   would	   also	   contend	   that,	   even	   though	   it	   is	   dialogue	  spoken	  by	  the	  person	  who,	  to	  paraphrase	  Fink	  above,	  turns	  speech	  easiest	  to	  his	  purpose,	   it	   should	  be	  considered	  reliable	   since	   it	   is	  Kane,	   the	   figure	  of	   truth	   in	  the	  film,	  who	  remembers	  it.	  	  Still	  there	  is	  one	  instance	  when	  Kane	  does	  not	  tell	  the	  truth,	  and	  that	  involves	  the	  first	   time	   a	   headline	   is	   used.72	   In	   Soda	  City,	   the	   ironically	   named	  Mr.	   Freeman	  (Alan	  Baxter)	  is	  convinced	  that	  Kane	  is	  who	  he	  says	  he	  is	  because	  Kane	  takes	  his	  newspaper	  and	  shows	  him	  the	  headline	  and	  the	  accompanying	  photograph.	  	  	  Bailly	  notes	  that,	  “Speech	  predates	  writing	  by	  a	  long	  way,	  both	  in	  human	  history	  and	   in	   child	   development;	   writing	   is	   secondary	   to	   speech”	   (Bailly,	   2009:	   43).	  What	  is	  interesting,	  in	  Saboteur,	  in	  general,	  is	  that	  speech	  is	  secondary	  to	  writing	  as	  a	  means	  of	  communicating	  the	  truth.73	  Mr.	  Freeman	  accepts	  Kane’s	  position	  as	  a	  saboteur	  precisely	  because	  he	  has	  read	  about	  it.	  Kane’s	  accompanying,	  almost	  hysterical,	  plea	  that	  Mr.	  Freeman	  must	  do	  something	  to	  help	  him,	  shows	  that	  his	  ability	   to	   lie	   is	   combined	   with	   an	   overwrought	   expressiveness	   and	   should	   be	  contrasted	  with	  Tobin’s	  glib	  manner	  when	  he	  is	  lying.	  	  Pat	  is	  also	  associated	  with	  text	  through	  her	  image	  on	  the	  billboards	  which	  Kane	  sees	  as	  he	   journeys	  across	  America.	  The	   first	  billboard	  seen,	  before	  he	  has	  met	  Pat,	  says,	  “You’re	  being	  followed	  by	  the	  cars	  that	  don’t	  use	  Comet	  Oil.”	  The	  first	  three	   words	   offer	   an	   ironic	   comment	   on	   Kane’s	   increasing	   sense	   of	   paranoia,	  while	  also	  suggesting	  that	  he	  is	  being	  followed	  by	  the	  person	  he	  will	  soon	  meet:	  Pat.	  
                                                           71	  The	  fact	  that	  Tobin,	  who	  is	  clearly	  established	  in	  the	  film	  as	  a	  person	  who	  is	  seemingly	  a	  personification	  of	  the	  Other,	  has	  to	  obey	  orders,	  demonstrates	  that	  we	  are	  all	  at	  the	  beck	  and	  call	  of	  the	  Other.	  72	  “BARRY	  KANE	  HELD	  RESPONSIBLE	  FOR	  DESTRUCTION	  OF	  DEFENSE	  FACTORY	  UNCLE	  SAM	  WANTS	  THIS	  MAN!	  73	  This	  strategy	  is	  also	  used	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  when	  the	  Professor	  comments	  on	  the	  fake	  shooting	  of	  Thornhill	  in	  the	  following	  manner,	  “Mr.	  Kaplan’s	  untimely	  shooting	  has	  now	  acquired	  the	  authority	  of	  the	  printed	  word.”	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The	  same	  irony	  is	  apparent	  in	  the	  second	  billboard	  and	  it	  is	  an	  irony	  that	  Kane	  is	  aware	  of.	  As	  Pat	  and	  Kane	  drive	  past	  the	  billboard	  reading,	  “She’ll	  never	  let	  you	  down	  …	   if	  he	  keeps	  a	  case	  of	  Cocarilla	  on	   ice”	  he	  snorts,	   “Well!	   I’ll	   see	   that	  she	  doesn’t.”	  	  	  The	   third	   billboard,	   reading,	   “The	   final	   tribute	   A	   Beautiful	   Funeral	   $49.50	   and	  up,”	   is	   the	  most	   complex	  of	   the	   three	   to	   interpret.	   Lesley	  Brill,	   referring	   to	   the	  scene	  as	  Kane	  and	  Freeman	  are	  driven	  away	  from	  the	  Boulder	  dam,	  comments	  on	  it	  as	  follows:	  She	   is	   associated	   on	   the	   billboard	   –	   as	   is	   often	   the	   case	   for	   Hitchcock’s	  revivifying	  heroines	  –	  with	  a	  bunch	  of	  flowers.	  But,	  for	  Kane,	  trapped	  in	  the	  back	  seat	  of	  an	  auto	  with	  Doc	  Freeman’s	  head	  on	  his	  shoulder,	  the	  funeral	  bouquet	  commemorates	  not	  new	   life	  but	  death.	  The	  “Doc”	  brings	  disease,	  not	  health,	   and	  he	   is	  neither	  a	   free	  man	  himself	  nor	  a	   friend	  of	   free	  men.	  (Brill,	  1988:	  48).	  However,	   this	   “final	   tribute”	   is	   not	   necessarily	   Kane’s	   impending	   death,	  which	  Brill	  seems	  to	  be	  implying.	  After	  all,	  Kane	  has	  managed	  to	  convince	  Freeman	  and	  his	   cohorts	   that	   he	   is	   a	   saboteur	   and	   there	   is	   no	   suggestion	   that	   Freeman	   is	  linked	  to	  Tobin	  at	  this	  stage.	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  “final	  tribute”	  is	  a	  nostalgic	  comment	   on	   Pat	   herself,	   for	   he	   has	   fallen	   in	   love	  with	   her	   and	   has	   no	  way	   of	  knowing	  that	  he	  will	  meet	  her	  again.	  Thus,	  the	  beautiful	  funeral	  associated	  with	  the	   image	   of	   Pat	   becomes	   a	   metaphor	   for	   him	   burying	   the	   burgeoning	  relationship.	  	  Pat’s	   association	  with	   the	  written	  word	   can	  be	   said	   to	  be	  even	  more	  pertinent	  than	  Kane’s	  own.	  Kane	  uses	  text	  as	  a	  method	  to	  remember	  and	  as	  a	  clue	  to	  where	  he	  should	  go	  next	  on	  his	  mystical	  quest.	  Not	  only	  does	  Pat	  read	  text	  out	  loud,	  she	  also	  uses	  text	  creatively	  through	  her	  own	  writing.	  	  This	   she	   does	   by	   eventually	  making	   her	   escape	   from	   high	   up	   in	   the	   American	  Newsreel	  building	   in	   the	  bustling	   centre	  of	  New	  York,	  where	   she	   is	  being	  held	  hostage	  by	  a	  guard	  who,	  in	  a	  gesture	  of	  surreal	  civility,	  brings	  her	  an	  ice-­‐cream	  sundae	  and	  gives	  her	   change	  as	   she	  buys	   the	   sundae	  off	  him.	   Just	  prior	   to	   this	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transaction,	  she	  first	  tries	  to	  write	  on	  a	  conveniently	  placed	  large	  piece	  of	  paper	  with	  a	  dip	  pen.	  Unable	  to	  make	  the	  pen	  work,	  she	  resorts	  to	  using	  her	  lipstick	  to	  write	   the	   following:	   “Help	   in	   danger	   send	   police	   look	   up	  watch	   light	   flickers.”	  What	  she	  has	  achieved	   in	  ten,	  unpunctuated,	  words,	  apart	   from	  the	  full	  stop,	   is	  what	   Lacan	   never	   achieved.	   To	   refer	   to	   Fink’s	   quotation	   used	   in	   Chapter	   5.3,	  Lacan	  believes	  that	  his	  method	  of	  writing	  can:	  …close	  up	  all	  of	  the	  holes	  in	  his	  discourse,	  leaving	  only	  one	  point	  of	  entry,	  only	  one	  hole	  or	  orifice,	  so	  to	  speak;	  the	  reader	  can	  either	  enter	  and	  leave	  by	   the	   same	   opening	   or	   not	   enter	   or	   leave	   at	   all.	   The	  wish	   for	   a	   certain	  control	  over	  the	  reader	  seems	  quite	  plain	  here	  (Fink,	  2004:	  65).	  Pat	   achieves	   control	   and	   perfect	   understanding,	   after	   she	   posts	   her	   “letter”	  through	  the	  slit	  in	  the	  window	  that	  is	  shaped	  like	  a	  post	  box,	  when	  the	  four	  taxi	  drivers	  pick	  it	  up	  and	  immediately	  follow	  its	  punctuation-­‐free	  instructions	  to	  the	  letter	   (pun	   intended).	   This	   fantastically	   successful	   piece	   of	   communication	   is	  made	   even	   the	  more	   fantastic	   as	   Pat	   is	   imprisoned	   high	   up	   in	   a	   skyscraper	   at	  least	  a	  block	  away	  from	  the	  taxi	  drivers.	  	  In	  addition	  to	  her	  successful	  written	  communication,	  it	  is	  she,	  rather	  than	  Kane,	  who	  delivers	   the	   lines	   that	  offer	   the	  moral	  point	  of	   view	   the	   film	   is	  defending.	  Kane’s	  key	  speech	  simplifies	  the	  problems	  of	  the	  world	  to	  a	  love-­‐hate,	  good-­‐evil	  binary	   opposition;	   a	   speech	   at	   which	   Tobin,	   who	   has	   far	   more	   eloquently	  expressed	  the	  allure	  of	  totalitarianism,	  yawns.	  Indeed,	  his	  response	  could	  equally	  be	   the	   same	   as	   when	   listening	   to	   Kane’s	   first	   attempt	   at	   expressing	   ideology,	  “Very	  pretty	  speech	  -­‐	  youthful,	  passionate,	  idealistic.”	  	  Pat,	   however,	   as	   she	   attempts	   to	   stall	   Fry	   from	   leaving	   The	   Statue	   of	   Liberty,	  reads	   part	   of	   New	   Colossus,	   written	   by	   Emma	   Lazarus	   and	   inscribed	   on	   the	  pedestal	  of	  said	  statue:	  	  
“Give	  me	  your	  tired,	  your	  poor,	  	  Your	  huddled	  masses	  yearning	  to	  breathe	  free,	  	  The	  wretched	  refuse	  of	  your	  teeming	  shore.	  	  Send	  these,	  the	  homeless,	  tempest-­‐tossed,	  to	  me.”	  	  This	   voicing	   of	   the	   text	   is	   thus	   a	   voicing	   of	   the	   truth	   that	   the	   film	  persistently	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conveys	  as	  being	   contained	   in	  written	   text.	  Furthermore,	   it	  places	  Pat,	  not	   just	  	  	  expressing	   the	   truths	   that	   are	   to	   be	   defended,	   but,	   through	   her	   billboard	  appearances,	  as	  the	  face	  of	  what	  should	  be	  defended.	  	  A	   final	   example	   of	   how	   truth	   is	   revealed	   through	   the	   written	   rather	   than	   the	  spoken	  word	  is	  in	  Mrs.	  Sutton’s	  very	  large	  drawing	  room.	  Both	  Kane	  and	  Tobin	  overtly	   point	   out	   the	   titles	   of	   books	   contained	   within	   Mrs.	   Sutton’s	   library	   to	  indicate	  intention.	  Kane	  indicates	  to	  Pam	  a	  book	  called	  Escape,	  while	  after	  Tobin	  realizes	  what	  Kane	  is	  doing,	  he	  moves	  to	  the	  bookcase	  and	  says,	  “I	  didn’t	  know	  you	  were	  a	  bookworm.	  You	  must	  let	  me	  choose	  something	  appropriate	  for	  you.	  Let	  me	  see.”	  He	  then	  points	  to	  the	  book	  entitled	  The	  Death	  of	  a	  Nobody.	  	  However,	   the	  title	  of	  each	  book	  can	  refer	  to	  different	  people	   in	  the	  film.	  Escape	  can	  refer	  to	  the	  successful	  escape	  of	  Tobin	  to	  Jamaica	  at	  the	  end	  of	  his	  narrative	  arc,	  while	  The	  Death	  of	  a	  Nobody	  refers	  to	  the	  two	  deaths	  in	  the	  film,	  Ken	  Mason,	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  film	  and	  Fry	  at	  the	  end.	  	  In	  addition	  to	  this,	  like	  the	  book	  titles	  appearing	  in	  Spellbound	  and	  referred	  to	  in	  Chapter	  9.4,	  the	  titles	  of	  these	  books,	  which	  are	  genuine,	  evoke	  the	  situations	  in	  which	   each	   of	   the	   characters	   sees	   themselves.	   When	   Kane	   indicates	   with	   his	  thumb	  what	  he	  wants	  Pat	  to	  do,	  escape,	  the	  books	  to	  the	  left	  are	  the	  authorless	  
Methods	  of	  Criminal	  Investigation,	  Coaster	  Captain	  by	  James	  B.	  Connolly,	  Sketch	  of	  
a	  Sinner	  by	  Frank	  Swinnerton	  and	  to	  the	  right,	  The	  Rash	  Act	  by	  Ford	  Madox	  Ford,	  the	  unnamed	  author	  of	  Conquerors	  of	  Time,	   a	  1931	   filmplay	  (sic)	  Bad	  Company	  based	   on	   “Put	   on	   the	   Spot”	   by	   Jack	   Lait.	   	   Apart	   from	   Coaster	   Captain	   and	   the	  books	  with	   no	   named	   author,	   each	   of	   the	   titles	   offers	   either	   pointed	   or	   ironic	  commentary	  on	  the	  actions	  of	  Barry	  Kane.	  	  
	  While	   Mrs.	   Sutton	   might	   say,	   “What’s	   all	   this	   nonsense	   about	   books?”	  immediately	   after	   Tobin	   speaks,	   the	   fact	   that	   Hitchcock	   has	   pointedly	   drawn	  attention	   to	   the	   names	   of	   the	   books	   is,	   I	   believe,	   for	   two	   reasons.	   Firstly,	   he	  wanted	  the	  titles	  to	  have	  a	  resonance	  that	  reflects	  character	  intent	  and	  secondly,	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and	   more	   importantly,	   is	   that	   the	   written	   word	   is	   presented	   as	   being	   more	  relevant,	  permanent	  and	  incisive	  than	  the	  spoken	  word.	  
	  Hitchcock’s	  treatment	  of	  text	  in	  both	  films	  discussed	  so	  far	  in	  this	  chapter	  reveal	  that	  Hitchcock	  “had	  a	  way	  with	  words.”	  That	  his	  way	  involved	  filming	  them,	  so	  as	  to	   give	   nuances	   that	   would	   be	   lost	   if	   they	   were	   merely	   spoken	   belies	   what	  McGilligan	  believes	  when	  he	  wrote:	  “As	  a	  man	  with	  one	  foot	  always	  in	  the	  silent	  era,	  he	  preferred	  not	   to	  articulate	  every	   last	  meaning	  with	  words”	   (McGilligan,	  2003:	  297).	   In	  Suspicion	   and	  Saboteur,	  Hitchcock	  has	  achieved	  greater	   tones	  of	  meaning	  precisely	  by	  exploring	  what	  words	  are	   capable	  of	  doing.	  This	   is	  not	   a	  strategy	   that	   was	   new	   to	   Hitchcock,	   as	   he	   also	   foregrounded	   language,	   both	  written	  and	  spoken,	  in	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes.	  How	  he	  did	  so,	  will	  be	  considered	  next.	  	  
6.4	  The	  Word	  Vanishes	  Before	  any	  discussion	  of	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes	  is	  attempted,	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  this	   film	   is	   atypical	   in	   its	   pre-­‐production	   in	   the	   Hitchcock	   oeuvre.	   This	   was	   a	  script	  written	  by	  Launder	  and	  Gilliat	  which	  Hitchcock	  agreed	  to	  direct	  while	  he	  had	   no	   other	   project	   under	   development.	   Nevertheless,	   he	   made	   significant	  alterations	  to	  the	  first	  act,	  of	  what	  is	  a	  classic	  three-­‐act	  film	  structure,	  and	  added	  the	  final	  act	  of	  these	  three	  acts.	  His	  touch	  can	  be	  felt,	  also,	  in	  the	  middle	  act.74	  	  The	  very	  first,	  purely	   introductory,	  scene	  offers	   important	  clues	  as	  to	  the	  film’s	  underlying	  themes.	  Firstly,	  and	  significantly,	  it	  is	  the	  only	  scene	  in	  the	  film	  which	  has	   a	   non-­‐diegetic	   soundtrack.	   The	   music	   which	   covers	   this	   scene	   is	   a	  continuation	  of	  the	  music	  used	  over	  the	  opening	  credits,	  which	  itself	  at	  one	  point	  contains	   the	   same	   refrain	   that	  Miss	   Froy	   learns	   and	  will	   eventually	   pass	   on	   to	  Gilbert.	   The	   verb	   “cover”	   is	   used	   deliberately,	   since	   the	   scene	   is	   acted	   out	   in	  mime.	  McDevitt	  et	  al	  comment	  on	  the	  scene	  as	  follows,	  “Among	  the	  first	  people	  we	  see	  is	  the	  lady	  who	  will	  vanish,	  but	  she	  doesn’t	  say	  a	  word,	  walking	  off	  the	  set	  just	   seconds	   after	   her	   entrance”	   (McDevitt	  et	   al	   2009:	   105).	   As	  will	   be	   shown,	  part	  of	   this	   isn’t	  strictly	  speaking	  true.	  Miss	  Froy	  (Dame	  May	  Whitty)	  descends	  
                                                           74	  Launder	  “agreed	  some	  new	  scenes	  with	  Hitch,”	  recalled	  Gilliat	  on	  one	  occasion…	  …”They	  also	  knocked	  off	  the	  opening,	  so	  essentially,	  the	  parts	  that	  were	  “authored”	  by	  Hitch	  were	  the	  beginning	  and	  the	  end.	  There	  were	  odd	  alterations	  in	  the	  middle”	  (McGilligan,	  2003:	  207).	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the	   staircase,	   approaches	   the	   reception	   desk,	   communicates	   with	   the	   hotel	  manager	  who	  accedes	  to	  her	  request	  and	  she	  then	  exits	  through	  the	  front	  door,	  aided	  by	  two	  polite	  guests.	   It	   is	  only	  when	  the	  door	  reopens	  seconds	   later	   that	  the	  non-­‐diegetic	  soundtrack	  disappears	  and	  the	  film	  is	  immediately	  flooded	  with	  a	   cacophony	  of	  different	   languages	  of	  which	   it	   is	   impossible	   to	  distinguish	  one	  until	  the	  hotel	  manager	  speaks.	  This	  final	  point	  introduces	  one	  of	  the	  themes	  of	  the	  film:	  the	  (in)ability	  to	  communicate	  successfully.	  Also,	  given	  that	  the	  title	  of	  the	   film	   is	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes,	  an	  audience	  member	  could	  surmise	  that	   this	  will	  happen.	  What	  Hitchcock	  has	  done	  with	  this	  sequence	  is	  indicate	  which	  lady	  will	  vanish.	  	  Nevertheless,	   this	   simple	   scene	   offers	   other	   valuable	   insights	   than	   the	  foregrounding	   of	   spoken	   language	   as	   a	   (failed)	   means	   of	   communication.	   The	  first	  element	  to	  note	  is	  that	  as	  Miss	  Froy	  conducts	  her	  transaction	  with	  the	  hotel	  manager,	   Charters	   (Basil	   Radford),	   Caldicott	   (Naunton	   Wayne)	   and	   Mr.	  Todhunter	   (Cecil	   Parker)	   and	   “Mrs.”	   Todhunter	   (Linden	   Travers)	   all	   pointedly	  look	   in	  her	  direction.	  Thus,	   they	  are	  aware	  of	  Miss	  Froy’s	   existence	  before	   Iris	  (Margaret	  Lockwood)	  is.	  Furthermore,	  both	  Charters	  and	  Caldicott	  help	  her	  open	  the	  door.	  Secondly,	  and	  most	  significantly,	  the	  transaction	  she	  is	  involved	  in	  with	  the	  hotel	  manager	   is	  buying	  a	  stamp	  for	  a	   letter	  she	  is	  carrying.	  The	  stamp	  she	  can	  be	  seen	  mouthing	  a	  request	  for	  offers	  a	  similarly	  pointed	  comment	  on	  theme,	  as	  does	  Johnnie	  asking	  Lina	  for	  the	  stamps	  three	  years	  later	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  
Suspicion.	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  Fig.	  4.	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes.	  Miss	  Froy	  requests	  a	  stamp	  to	  post	  a	  letter.	  	  With	  this	  silent	  exchange,	  Hitchcock	  is	  perhaps	  suggesting	  that,	  to	  err	  on	  the	  side	  of	   caution,	  Miss	   Froy	   is	   posting	   the	   vital	   clause	   for	   a	   secret	   pact	   between	   two	  European	   countries	   that	   the	   piece	   of	   music	   she	   makes	   Gilbert	   memorise	  contains.	  If	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  the	  absurdity	  of	  this	  musical	  MacGuffin	  is	  highlighted	  even	  further,	  for	  the	  question	  has	  to	  be	  asked,	  “Does	  music	  contain	  language?”	  As	  Patrice	   Petro	   notes	   in	   her	   essay	   ”Rematerialising	   the	   Vanishing	   “Lady”:	  Feminism,	   Hitchcock,	   and	   Interpretation”	   (1989),	   “…music	   carries	   with	   it	  perhaps	   the	   least	   obvious	   reference	   to	   objects”	   (Deutelbaum	  et	   al,	   2009:	  128).	  What	  music	  does,	  in	  this	  case,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  is	  almost	  the	  only	  music	  in	  the	  film,	   is	   become	   a	   metaphor	   for	   language.	   Freud	   would	   call	   this	   notion	   of	   the	  metaphor,	   in	   this	  context,	  dream	  displacement.	  Writing	   in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  
Dreams,	  he	  states:	  …there	  has	  occurred	  in	  the	  process	  of	  dream-­‐formation	  a	  transference	  and	  
displacement	   of	   the	   psychic	   intentions	   of	   the	   individual	   elements,	   from	  which	   results	   the	   textual	   difference	   between	   the	   dream-­‐content	   and	   the	  thought-­‐content	  (Freud,	  1997:	  193).	  (Italics	  in	  the	  original).	  With	   this	   in	   mind,	   the	   piece	   of	   music	   that	   Iris	   later	   urges	   Gilbert	   (Michael	  Redgrave)	  to,	  “Stop	  humming…	  …You	  must	  know	  it	  backwards	  by	  now,”	  has	  been	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transferred,	  or	  displaced,	  from	  thought-­‐content	  (the	  message),	  to	  dream-­‐content,	  (the	  piece	  of	  music	  itself).	  This	  reading	  can	  be	  accepted	  as	  being	  consistent	  with	  one	  of	  the	  themes	  of	  the	  film,	  if	  one	  agrees	  with	  Charles	  Barr’s	  description	  of	  the	  film’s	  dreamlike	  quality:	  The	  oneiric	  dimension,	  which	  was	  so	  strong	  in	  The	  39	  Steps	  and	  Young	  and	  
Innocent,	   as	   it	   will	   be	   in	   this	   film	   too,	   is	   emphasized	   as	   the	   journey	   gets	  underway	  (Barr,	  1999:	  190).	  Therefore,	  the	  piece	  of	  music,	  which	  appears	  only	  in	  the	  first	  and	  third	  acts	  of	  the	  film,	   bookends	   the	   oneiric	   elements	   of	   Iris	   falling	   into	   and	   rousing	   from	   sleep	  and	  the	  suggested	  hallucinations	  she	  has	  in	  both	  her	  sleeping	  and	  waking	  state	  (which	  Barr	  is	  referring	  to)	  that	  make	  up	  the	  second	  act	  of	  the	  film.	  	  	  It	  is	  significant	  and	  unusual	  for	  the	  time	  the	  film	  was	  made	  for	  a	  film	  to	  have	  no	  non-­‐diegetic	  music.	  Like	  the	  shot/reverse	  shot,	  close	  up,	  or	  cutaway,	  music	  had	  become	  an	  accepted	  part	  of	  film	  grammar	  used	  to	  emphasise	  emotion,	  heighten	  suspense	  or	   indicate	  comic	  situations.	  Hitchcock	  was,	  of	   course,	   the	  director	  of	  what	  is	  generally	  accepted	  as	  the	  first	  British	  “Talkie”,	  Blackmail.	  That	  he	  should	  choose,	   only	   nine	   years	   later,	   to	   decide	   not	   to	   use	   a	   non-­‐diegetic	   soundtrack	  strikes	  me	  as	  an	  equally	  bold	  move	  as	  the	  formalist	  experiment	  of	  the	  single	  take	  per	  reel	  he	  would	  conduct	  in	  Rope,	  ten	  years	  later.	  	  This	   omission	   of	   an	   orchestrated	   score,	   I	   believe,	   Hitchcock	   undertook	   for	   a	  number	  of	  reasons,	   the	   first	  of	  which	   is	   that	   the	   lack	  of	  a	  soundtrack	   increases	  the	   focus	  of	   the	  viewer	  on	   the	  sounds	  and	  words	   in	   the	  diegesis	  of	   the	   film.	   It,	  coincidentally	  and	  necessarily,	  increases	  the	  emphasis	  the	  audience	  will	  place	  on	  the	  MacGuffin,	   which,	   as	   a	   piece	   of	   music,	   if	   it	   were	  merely	   part	   of	   a	  musical	  soundtrack,	  would	  be	  diminished	  in	  importance.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   the	   sound	   of	   the	   train	   itself,	   when	   finally	   boarded,	   acts	   as	   a	  perfectly	   acceptable	   form	   of	   musical	   accompaniment.	   Its	   sounds	   propel	   the	  action	   forward	   as	   the	   train	   moves	   through	   Bandrieka,	   the	   fictional	   country	  where	   the	   events	   of	   the	   film	   take	   place,	   and	   creates	   tension	  when	   the	   train	   is	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stationary	   during	   the	   shootout.	   In	   addition,	   the	   train’s	   whistle75	   is	   used	   as	   a	  method	  of	  aural	  expressionism.	  It	  can	  block	  communication,	  for	  example,	  when	  Miss	  Froy	  is	  forced	  to	  write	  her	  name	  on	  the	  window	  of	  the	  restaurant	  car.	  It	  also	  expresses	  psychic	  turmoil,	  when	  Iris	  faints	  after	  she	  pulls	  the	  emergency	  handle	  to	   stop	   the	   train	   and	   twice	   it	   is	   used	   as	   an	   alarm	   to	   awaken	   the	   sleeping	   Iris.	  Significantly,	  it	  is	  also	  confused	  with	  a	  woman’s	  scream,	  or	  rather	  the	  reverse;	  as	  the	  nun	  (Catherine	  Lacey)	  is	  being	  attacked	  off-­‐screen	  by	  Hartz	  (Paul	  Lukas),	  Iris	  confuses	  her	  scream	  for	  the	  train	  whistle.	  	  I	  would	  suggest	  though	  that	  the	  final	  and	  most	  important	  reason	  that	  there	  is	  no	  traditional	   soundtrack	   is	   that,	   through	   lacking	   a	   musical	   cue,	   it	   obliges	   the	  audience	  to	  decide	  on	  the	  tone	  of	  the	  scene	  they	  are	  watching.	  This	  is	  particularly	  significant	  in	  the	  scenes	  involving	  Bandriekan,	  the	  language	  presumably	  spoken	  in	  Bandrieka.	  There	  are	  two	  isolated	  scenes	  involving	  this	  made-­‐up	  language,	  the	  first	  in	  the	  hotel,	  where	  the	  waiter	  and	  the	  maid	  converse	  on	  the	  landing	  outside	  Iris’s	  bedroom	  and	  the	  second	  when	  Signor	  Doppo	  (Phillip	  Leaver)	  wants	  more	  money	  from	  Hartz	  who	  seeks	  permission	  from	  the	  Baroness	  (Mary	  Clare).	  Each	  of	   these	   scenes	   is	   perfectly	   comprehensible	   in	   terms	   of	   what	   is	   being	  communicated	  between	  the	  characters.	  	  	  The	   former	   achieves	   its	   communication,	   both	   between	   the	   two	   characters	   and	  the	  audience	  through	  the	  use	  of	  gesture,	  glance	  and	  inflection	  of	  voice,	  while	  the	  latter	   scene	   communicates	   to	   the	   audience	   through	   the	   same	  means,	   with	   the	  addition	   of	   props:	   a	   wallet	   and	   a	   quantity	   of	   banknotes.	   These	   elements,	  Hitchcock	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  indicating,	  are	  what	  is	  essential	  for	  communication	  to	  be	  successful.	  The	  addition	  of	  music,	  however,	  would	  guide	  the	  audience	  as	  to	  how	  to	  understand	  the	  scene.	  One	  can	  imagine	  the	  first	  scene	  being	  accompanied	  by	   music	   that	   serves	   as	   a	   comedic	   device,	   due,	   in	   particular,	   to	   Charters	   and	  Caldicott’s	   prior	   exchanges	   mocking	   anything	   foreign.	   In	   this	   way	   the	   viewer	  would	   have	   been	   guided	   to	   unnecessary	   meaning	   with	   the	   assistance	   of	   non-­‐diegetic	  music.	  	  
                                                           75	  Compare	  the	  use	  of	  the	  train	  whistle	  here	  and	  how	  it	  used	  in	  both	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  and	  The	  
Wrong	  Man,	  as	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  11.8	  and	  11.6	  respectively.	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Bandreikan	  also	  shows	  that	  it	  is	  in	  accordance	  with	  Lacan’s	  description	  of	  what	  language	  achieves:	  No	   signification	   can	   be	   sustained	   except	   by	   reference	   to	   another	  signification.	   This	   ultimately	   leads	   us	   to	   remark	   that	   there	   is	   no	   existing	  language	  whose	  ability	  to	  cover	  the	  field	  of	  the	  signified	  can	  be	  called	  into	  question,	  one	  of	  the	  effects	  of	  its	  existence	  as	  a	  language	  being	  that	  it	  fulfils	  all	  needs	  there	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  415).	  Bandriekan	   does	   not	   cover	   the	   field	   of	   signifieds,	   just	   through	   props,	   as	   is	   the	  case	   of	   the	   wallet	   and	   money,	   nor	   through	   other	   non-­‐verbal	   means	   of	  communication	  available	   to	   the	  speakers	  of	   the	   language,	  but	   through	  the	  non-­‐sense	   sounds	   emitting	   from	   the	   characters’	   mouths,	   which	   both	   they	   and	   the	  audience	  understand.	  	  	  Non-­‐sense,	  though,	  for	  any	  non-­‐speaker	  of	  a	  foreign	  language,	  is	  precisely	  what	  the	   words	   coming	   out	   of	   the	   native	   speaker’s	   mouth	   are.	   By	   creating	   the	  language	  of	  Bandriekan,	  Hitchcock	  demonstrates	  that	  he	  is	  aware	  of	  this.	  Italian,	  German	  and	  French,	   the	  other	   languages	  spoken	  in	  the	  film,	  would	  not	  be	  non-­‐sense	  to	  certain	  viewers	  of	  the	  film.	  He	  required	  a	  made-­‐up	  language	  to	  instil	  a	  sense	  of	  strangeness	  and	  otherness	  in	  all	  viewers	  that	  Bandreikan	  embodies.76	  	  Furthermore,	  by	  having	  Charters	  and	  Caldicott	  frequently	  misunderstand	  or	  not	  understand	   at	   all	   what	   is	   being	   said	   to	   them,77	   while	   offering	   a	   comedic	  description	  of	  the	  typical	  Englishman	  abroad,	  this	  does	  demonstrate	  some	  of	  the	  strategies	  used	  by	  non-­‐speakers	  of	  a	   language	  when	  faced	  with	  such	  situations.	  Yet	  their	  interplay	  introduces	  the	  idea	  of	  one	  of	  the	  film’s	  key	  concerns,	  the	  idea	  
                                                           76	  Since	  this	  author,	  unlike	  Charles	  Barr,	  does	  not	  have	  access	  to	  the	  script,	  it	  can	  only	  be	  speculation	  if	  Bandreikan	  was	  merely	  a	  nonsense	  form	  of	  communication	  or	  was	  actually	  scripted.	  77	  The	  first	  instance	  is	  when	  the	  hotel	  manager	  announces	  in	  Italian,	  French,	  German	  and	  finally	  English	  that	  the	  train	  is	  delayed	  to	  the	  following	  morning	  and	  they	  should	  register	  immediately,	  to	  which	  Charters	  say,	  “Why	  the	  deuce	  didn’t	  he	  say	  so	  in	  the	  first	  place?”	  The	  second	  is	  when	  Charters	  asks	  the	  German	  guest	  what	  time	  the	  train	  leaves	  from	  Basel	  for	  England,	  to	  which	  the	  German	  replies,	  “Ich	  spreche	  kein	  Englische,”	  which	  Charters	  translates	  for	  Caldicott.	  The	  third	  scene	  involves	  the	  Bandreikan	  maid	  who	  starts	  talking	  at	  them	  in	  her	  room	  and	  they	  understand	  her	  as	  wishing	  to	  change,	  Caldicott	  says,	  “Did	  you	  follow	  that?”	  Charters	  replies,	  “I	  certainly	  did.	  Tell	  her	  it’s	  gone	  far	  enough.”	  Caldicott	  then	  using	  a	  form	  of	  Pidgin	  English	  Say,	  “There	  is	  no	  change	  in	  here.	  The	  final	  instance	  is	  in	  the	  dining	  room,	  when	  the	  Bandreikan	  waiter	  says,	  “Vredy	  padato	  est	  finito”	  which	  Miss	  Froy	  eventually	  translates	  as,	  “There	  is	  no	  more	  food.”	  This,	  however,	  only	  after	  Charters	  and	  Caldicott	  have	  given	  their	  order	  in	  English	  at	  the	  waiter.	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of	  national	  identity	  and	  the	  society	  and	  culture	  it	  contains.	  Lacan	  addresses	  the	  issue	   of	   how	   language	   reflects	   cultural	   and	   societal	   issues	   in	   the	   following	  manner:	  With	  the	  result	  that	  the	  ethnographic	  duality	  of	  nature	  and	  culture	  is	  giving	  way	  to	  a	  ternary	  conception	  of	  the	  human	  condition	  –	  nature,	  society,	  and	  culture	  –	  the	  last	  term	  of	  which	  may	  well	  be	  reduced	  to	  language,	  that	  is,	  to	  what	   essentially	  distinguishes	  human	   society	   from	  natural	   societies	   (ibid:	  414).	  It	   is	   interesting	   that	   Lacan	   talks	   of	   only	   one	   human	   society,	   when,	   of	   course,	  different	   languages	   prove	   there	   are	   many.	   In	   addition,	   it	   is	   precisely	   this	  interaction	  of	  different	   languages	  and	  the	  conflicts	   they	  cause	  that	  Hitchcock	   is	  addressing	  in	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes.	  	  	  This	  is	  why,	  even	  the	  comedic	  scenes	  involving	  Charters	  and	  Caldicott	  and	  their	  misunderstanding	   of	   language	   are	   fraught	   with	   the	   misunderstandings	   that	  create	  and	  hence	  define	  an	  enemy.	  What	  Hitchcock	   is	   rightly	  suggesting	   is	   that	  different	   languages	   create	   individual	   and	   collective	   identities	   and	  with	   this	   the	  possibility	  of	  creating	  enemies.	  	  	  This	  collective	   identity	   is	  epitomised	  in	  the	  film	  by	  Charters	  and	  Caldicott,	  who	  having	   misunderstood	   everything	   explained	   to	   them	   through	   language,	  understand	  the	  threat	  to	  the	  collective	  being	  of	  Britishness,	  when	  they	  are	  fired	  upon	   in	   the	  dining	  car.	   It	   is	   then	   that	   language	  becomes	   the	   force	  of	  unity	   that	  allows	  them	  to	  display	  the	  “British	  Spirit.”	  	  	  This	   collective	   identity	   is	   also	   one	   that	   is	   closely	   entwined	  with	   the	   notion	   of	  nationality.	   At	   a	   basic	   level,	   nationality	   creates	   the	   alterity	   of	   an	   “us”	   and	   a	  “them”.	  The	  “them”,	  since	  it	  is	  different	  from	  “us”,	  is	  always	  inferior.	  This	  can	  be	  illustrated	   in	   two	   comments:	   the	   first	   by	   Caldicott,	   the	   second	   by	   Charters.	   As	  they	  are	  waiting	  for	  a	  room	  in	  the	  hotel,	  Caldicott	  says,	  “Third-­‐rate	  country.	  What	  do	  you	  expect?”	  This	  rating	  of	  the	  country	  is	  clearly	  placing	  Bandrieka	  as	  inferior	  to	  Britain.	  	  In	   fact,	   the	   four	   British	   characters	   shown	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film	   are	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persistently	  parodied	  as	  examples	  of	  the	  Britishness	  they	  claim	  to	  represent	  and	  as	  defined	  by	  Miss	  Froy:	  I	   never	   think	   you	   should	   judge	   any	   country	   by	   its	   politics.	   After	   all,	   we	  English	  are	  quite	  honest	  by	  nature,	  aren’t	  we?	  	  Until	   the	   final	   scene	   in	   the	   dining	   car,	   the	   aforementioned	   British	   persistently	  display	  dishonesty,	  making	  this,	  rather	  than	  honesty,	  a	  defining	  characteristic	  of	  what	  it	  means	  to	  be	  British	  within	  the	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film.	  	  It	   is	   also	   implied	   that	   to	   be	   British	   is	   to	   be	   part	   of	   a	   stable	   social	   order,	   as	  exemplified	   by	   when	   Charters,	   with	   reference	   to	   the	   second	   comment	   on	  nationality,	   says,	   “What	   a	   country.	   I	   don’t	   wonder	   they	   have	   revolutions.”	  Revolutions,	  of	  course,	  suggest	  changes	  of	  political	  regimes	  so	  as	  to	  better	  reflect	  national	   concerns.	   What	   is	   also	   implied	   by	   Caldicott’s	   comment	   is	   that	   the	  situation	   in	   Great	   Britain	   is	   stable	   and,	   therefore,	   desirable,	   whereas	   the	  situation	  in	  Bandrieka	  is	  unstable	  and	  so	  undesirable.	  	  Within	   this	   context,	  Coldicott’s	  wondering	  what	   the	  government	  will	   say	  about	  the	   shootout	   and	   Gilbert’s	   “Nothing.	   They’ll	   hush	   it	   up”	   allude	   to	   the	   British	  contemporary	  concern	  for	  maintaining	  the	  status	  quo	   in	  Europe,	  while	  ignoring	  the	  portents	  in	  Europe.78	  This	  is	  the	  attitude	  adopted	  by	  Charters,	  Caldicott	  and	  Mr.	  and	  “Mrs.”	  Todhunter,	  prior	  to	  Miss	  Froy’s	  reappearance.	  	  While	   exploring	   notions	   of	   national	   identity,	   The	   Lady	   Vanishes	   also	   explores	  what	  makes	  up	  the	  most	  basic	  unit	  of	  individual	  identity:	  the	  name	  we	  are	  born	  with,	  of	  which	  Lacan	  notes:	  	  And	   the	   subject,	  while	  he	  may	  appear	   to	  be	   the	   slave	  of	   language,	   is	   still	  more	  the	  slave	  of	  a	  discourse	  in	  the	  universal	  movement	  of	  which	  his	  place	  is	   already	   inscribed	   at	   his	   birth,	   if	   only	   in	   the	   form	   of	   his	   proper	   name	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  414).	  
                                                           78	  The	  British	  Prime	  Minister,	  Neville	  Chamberlain,	  returned	  from	  Berlin	  on	  the	  30th	  of	  September,	  1938	  and	  made	  his	  “Peace	  with	  honour”	  speech.	  One	  week	  later,	  on	  the	  7th	  of	  October,	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes	  premiered	  in	  London.	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In	   this	   context,	   the	   name	   of	   the	   two	   central	   characters,	   Iris	   Henderson	   and	  Gilbert79	   are	   of	   interest.	   If	   the	   viewer	   had	   not	   been	   paying	   attention	   to	   the	  opening	   credits,	   this	   most	   basic	   unit	   of	   identity	   would	   be	   denied	   Michael	  Redgrave,	   since	   his	   character’s	   name	   is	   not	   spoken	   until	   six	  minutes	   from	   the	  end	   of	   the	   film.	   Indeed,	   contemporary	   audiences	   would	   have	   viewed	   this	  nameless	  character	  as	  an	  unknown,	  since	  the	  film	  was	  Michael	  Redgrave’s	  debut	  in	   film.	   Thus,	   star	   persona	   would	   not	   have	   allowed	   the	   audience	   member	   to	  create	  expectations	  as	  to	  how	  the	  character	  would	  behave,	  particularly	  because,	  in	  his	  opening	  scenes,	  he	  is	  presented	  as	  anything	  but	  heroic.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   since	   the	   train	   journey	   is	   seen	   almost	   exclusively	   from	   Iris’s	  perspective	   and	   neither	   character	   is	   given	   time	  with	   the	   other	   off	   screen,	   the	  question	  of	  how	  Iris	  learnt	  his	  name	  to	  shout	  it	  so	  passionately	  in	  the	  dining	  car	  could	   be	   asked.	   This,	   however,	   could	   be	   said	   to	   be	  merely	   another	   example	   of	  Hitchcock	  drawing	  attention	  to	  the	  notion	  of	  moronic	  logic.	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  Iris’s	  name	  and	  the	  identity	  it	  contains	  is	  one	  of	  the	  film’s	  key	  concerns.	  We	   learn	   her	   name	   in	   her	   second	   appearance	   in	   the	   film	  when	   she	  states:	  I,	   Iris	   Matilda	   Henderson,	   a	   spinster	   of	   no	   particular	   parish,	   do	   hereby	  solemnly	   renounce	   my	   maidenly	   past…	   and	   change	   my	   name	   to	   Lady	  Charles	  Fotheringale.	  	  	  The	   first	  point	  of	   interest	   in	   this	   speech	   is	   that	   it	   evokes	   the	  name	  of	   the	   film,	  suggesting	  by	  becoming	  Lady	  Charles	  Fotheringale,	   Iris	   is,	   in	   fact,	   the	   lady	  who	  vanishes,	   with	   her	   personality	   subsumed	   by	   the	   name	   her	  wedding	   vows	  will	  make	  her	  take.	  
	  This	  conception	  of	   loss	  of	  identity	  is	  most	  clearly	  expressed	  in	  the	  film	  through	  how	   the	   film	   treats	   Iris’s	   use	   of	   her	   clutch	   bag	   and	   cravat,	   each	   of	   which	   is	  monogrammed	   with	   her	   initials.	   While	   these	   monogrammed	   items	   are	   an	  indication	  of	  her	  wealth	  and	   class,	   they	  are	   also	  a	   signifier	  of	  her	   identity,	   one	  
                                                           79	  Gilbert’s	  lack	  of	  surname	  echoes	  Pamela’s	  lack	  of	  the	  same	  in	  The	  39	  Steps,	  while	  Mrs.	  Verloc’s	  lack	  of	  a	  Christian	  name	  in	  Sabotage	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  12.3.	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which	  she	  will	  lose	  the	  following	  week	  if	  the	  marriage	  were	  to	  go	  ahead	  and	  she	  changed	   her	   name.	   Thus,	   by	   displaying	   them	   so	   overtly,	   she	   is	   subconsciously	  revealing	  her	  reluctance	  to	  wed.	  	  Conversely,	   Robert	   Samuels	   interprets	   the	   letters	  making	   up	   the	  monogram,	   I	  and	  H,	  differently:	  Throughout	   the	   film	   we	   see	   her	   wearing	   and	   holding	   things	   with	   her	  initials	  I	  H	  clearly	  displayed.	  One	  could	  read	  this	  insistence	  of	  her	  initials	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  Hitchcock	  himself;	  as	  if	  he	  is	  saying	  that	  “I	  am	  H”	  (Samuels,	  1998:	  19).	  However,	  I	  would	  argue	  that	  this	  “insistence”	  serves	  another	  purpose.	  More	  than	  alluding	   to	   her	   loss	   of	   identity	   through	   marriage	   or	   a	   metaphoric	   cameo	  appearance,	  I	  believe	  the	  two	  letters	  to	  be	  signifiers	  of	  the	  trauma	  of	  identity	  Iris	  experiences	  when	  Miss	  Froy	  disappears.	  	  	  Her	  disappearance	  during	  the	  second	  act	  should	  be	  divided	  into	  two	  parts,	  with	  Iris’s	  monogrammed	   item	  serving	  a	  different	  purpose	   in	  each	  section.	  The	   first	  part	   is	   composed	  of	  nobody	  acknowledging	   the	  existence	  of	  Miss	  Froy	  and	   the	  second	  when	  Gilbert	  believes	  that	  Miss	  Froy	  does	  exist.	  	  	  In	   the	   first	   instance,	   Iris	  wears	   the	  monogrammed	   cravat,	  with	   the	   I	   and	  H	   in	  prominence	   around	  her	  neck.	  This,	   I	  would	   suggest,	   on	   a	   superficial	   level,	   acts	  like	   a	   name	   tag	   at	   a	   conference,	   with	   the	   difference	   being	   that	   she	   is	   not	  informing	  other	  people	  of	  her	  name,	  but	  seeking	  constant	  reassurance	  that	  her	  name	  and	  identity	  should	  not	  be	  questioned	  even	  if	  she	  thinks	  nobody	  believes	  her.	  	  	  It	  should	  not	  be	   forgotten,	   though,	   that	  every	  character,	   from	  the	  British	  to	  the	  Bandriekan	  contingent,	  knows	  she	  is	  telling	  the	  truth,	  but	  for	  their	  own	  varying	  nefarious	   purposes	   repudiate	   her	   claim.	   The	   exception	   to	   this	   conspiracy	   of	  denial	   is	   Gilbert,	  who	   is	   the	   only	   character	  who	   does	   not	   know	   of	  Miss	   Froy’s	  existence.	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In	   this	   context	   the	   monogrammed	   cravat	   does	   indeed	   act	   as	   a	   nametag	   of	  identity,	  with	  its	  purpose	  being	  to	  convince	  Gilbert	  of	  the	  veracity	  of	  Iris’s	  claim.	  This	   first	   section	  ends	  with	  her	   fainting	  after	  having	   failed	   to	   convince	  Gilbert.	  She	   pulls	   the	   emergency	   cord,	   a	   gesture	  which	  metaphorically	   suggests	   she	   is	  giving	  up,	  with	  the	  train	  whistle	  acting	  as	  an	  aural	  metaphor	  for	  the	  hysteria	  she	  feels	  she	  is	  now	  embroiled	  in.	  In	  fact,	  she	  ends	  this	  first	  section	  almost	  convinced	  that	  Miss	  Froy	  is	  indeed	  a	  figment	  of	  her	  imagination.	  	  	  This,	   if	   we	   remember	   Iris’s	   original	   traumatic	   act	   of	   being	   hit	   on	   the	   head,	  accords	  with	  Joseph	  Breuer	  in	  his	  discussion	  in	  “Hysterical	  Conversion”	  (1895):	  If	   a	   vivid	   sense	   impression	  was	   present	   at	   the	   same	   time	   as	   the	   original	  affect,	  this	  impression	  will	  be	  called	  up	  again	  by	  the	  revived	  affect	  and…	  …it	  is	   called	   up	   not	   as	   a	  memory	   but	   as	   an	   hallucination	   (Freud	   et	   al	   2004:	  210).	  Thus,	   being	   hit	   on	   the	   head,	   combined	   with	   the	   presence	   of	   Miss	   Froy	   at	   the	  moment	  of	   impact,	  has,	  at	  this	  stage	  of	  the	  film,	   led	  Iris	  to	  be	  almost	  convinced	  that	   Miss	   Froy	   was	   indeed	   an	   hallucination.	   Hence	   her	   sense	   of	   identity,	  expressed	  so	  vividly	  by	  the	  monogrammed	  cravat,	  has	  fractured	  to	  the	  point	  of	  hysteria.	  	  The	   second	   scene	   on	   the	   train,	   which	   begins	   similarly	   to	   the	   first,	   with	   Iris	  waking	  up	   in	  her	  seat	  on	  the	  train,	  ends	  with	  the	  discovery	  of	  Miss	  Froy.	  What	  differentiates	  it	  from	  the	  first	  section	  on	  the	  train	  is	  that	  for	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  sequence	  Gilbert	  believes	  her	  and,	  as	  a	  result,	   in	  her	   identity.	  With	  her	   identity	  established	   as	   genuine,	   the	   initialled	   cravat	   is	   no	   longer	   a	   part	   of	   the	  mise-­en-­
scène,	  because	  Gilbert	  now	  knows	  who	  she	  is.	  However,	  at	  this	  fledgling	  stage	  in	  their	   relationship,	   she	   is	   attempting	   to	   establish	   her	   own	   position	   within	   the	  couple.	  	  Consequently	  the	  monogrammed	  clutch	  bag	  now	  serves	  as	  a	  reminder	  of	  her	  personality,	  a	  portable	  aide	  memoire.	  	  	  In	  fact,	  after	  they	  fight	  the	  magician,	  Signor	  Doppo,	  she	  has	  to	  go	  back	  to	  fetch	  the	  clutch	   bag.	   In	   this	   gesture,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   Hitchcock	   uses	   it	   as	   a	   symbolic	  referent	  of	  the	  parts	  of	  her	  personality	  she	  should	  not	  let	  go	  of	  when	  she	  begins	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her	  relationship	  with	  Gilbert.	  The	  clutch	  bag	   is	  no	   longer	  seen	  after	  she	  shouts	  out	   Gilbert’s	   name,	   simultaneously	   announcing	   his	   name	   to	   the	   audience,	  symbolising	  that	  she	  is	  prepared	  to	  relinquish	  part	  of	  her	  identity	  to	  him.	  	  There	  are	   two	   final	  characters	  whose	  names	  symbolise	   identity:	  Miss	  Froy	  and	  Dr.	  Hartz,	  the	  brain	  specialist.	  Their	  names	  also	  suggest	  that	  The	  Lady	  Vanishes	  is	  Hitchcock’s	   first	   tentative	   attempt	   to	   express	   overtly	   Freudian	   ideas.	   This	   can	  firstly	   be	   seen	   with	   Hartz,	   a	   homophone	   of	   “hearts.”	   He	   attempts	   to	   use	  psychoanalytical	  language	  such	  as	  “subconscious”	  to	  explain	  away	  Iris’s	  “vision”	  of	   Miss	   Froy.	   His	   language	   is	   deliberately	   vague	   for	   two	   reasons:	   he	  wants	   to	  sound	   believable	   but,	   more	   importantly,	   the	   contemporary	   audience	   would	  probably	   have	   been	   unfamiliar	   with	   such	   language.	   Furthermore,	   his	   foreign	  accent	  reveals	  him	  as	  someone	  who	  can’t	  be	  trusted,	  (like	  everybody	  on	  the	  train	  with	   a	   foreign	   accent),	   but	   gives	   him	   scientific	   kudos,	   like	   Dr.	   Brulov	   in	  
Spellbound.	  
	  In	   contrast,	   Miss	   Froy,	   through	   her	   name,	   is	   even	   more	   closely	   linked	   to	  psychoanalysis.	  Her	  surname	  is	  one	  letter	  short	  of	  being	  a	  homophone	  of	  Freud.	  Charles	  Barr	  refers	  to	  this	  as	  follows:	  “My	  name’s	  Froy.”	  “Did	  you	  say	  Freud?”	  No.	  O-­‐Y,	  not	  E-­‐U-­‐D.	  Froy”.	  This	  dialogue	  from	  the	  shooting	  script	  does	  not	  survive	  into	  the	  film…	  …but	  it	   provides	   confirmation,	   if	   any	  were	   needed,	   that	   the	  makers	  were	  well	  aware	  of	  the	  psychological	  ramifications	  of	  their	  story	  (Barr,	  1999:	  197).	  While	   this	   quotation	   reveals	   a	   direct	   link	   between	   Miss	   Froy’s	   name	   and	  psychoanalysis,	  it	  also,	  if	  we	  remember	  the	  context	  the	  conversation	  takes	  place	  in,	  shows	  that,	  as	  in	  Saboteur,	  Hitchcock	  is	  foregrounding	  the	  written	  word	  as	  the	  word	  of	  truth.	  As	  she	  says	  her	  name	  the	  train	  whistles,	  effectively	  killing	  spoken	  communication.	   She	   therefore	   writes	   her	   name	   on	   the	   dining	   car	   window.	  Samuels	  supports	  this	  notion	  of	  the	  written	  word	  being	  the	  word	  of	  truth:	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If	  we	  see	  the	  window	  as	  the	  screen	  or	  even	  as	   the	   lens	  of	   the	  camera,	  we	  could	   insist	   that	   Hitchcock	   is	   attempting	   to	   show	   his	   preference	   for	   film	  writing	  over	  film	  speech	  (Samuels,	  1998:	  15).	  While	  I	  have	  been	  arguing	  throughout	  this	  chapter	  that	  Hitchcock’s	  filming	  of	  the	  written	   word	   reveals	   the	   actual	   and	   psychological	   truth	   of	   a	   character	   or	  situation	  and	  while	  I	  agree	  with	  Samuels’	  assertion	  concerning	  the	  written	  word	  and	  Hitchcock,	  Samuels,	  in	  my	  opinion,	  might	  be	  incorrect	  in	  this	  instance.	  	  	  The	  written	  word	  “Froy”	  which	  Iris	  resorts	  to	  as	  evidence	  to	  convince	  Gilbert	  of	  Miss	   Froy’s	   existence	   conveniently,	   and	   impossibly,	   disappears	   at	   the	   key	  moment	  of	   revelation,	   due	   to	   the	   smoke	  generated	  as	   the	   steam	   train	   enters	   a	  tunnel.	   This	   could	   be	   because	   Gilbert	   would	   then	   have	   no	   evidence	   that	   Iris	  hadn’t	  written	  the	  word	  herself	  in	  order	  to	  support	  her	  assertion.	  	  	  What	  is	  required	  for	  Gilbert	  to	  believe	  Iris	  is	  definitive	  proof	  that	  is	  not	  supplied	  by	   her.	   This	   printed	   external	   evidence	   is	   supplied	   by	   the	   label	   for	   Harriman’s	  Herbal	  Tea,	  which	  Gilbert	  sees	  momentarily,	  as	  it	  sticks	  to	  the	  carriage	  window	  as	  he	  smokes	  in	  the	  corridor.	  	  Once	  again	  Hitchcock	  is	  using	  the	  written	  word	  to	  reveal	  a	  diegetic	  truth:	  to	  Gilbert	  Miss	  Froy	  exists.	  	  	  What	  is	  more	  interesting	  though	  is	  that,	  by	  having	  Gilbert	  learn	  the	  truth	  in	  this	  way,	  Hitchcock	  is	  offering	  a	  comment	  on	  his	  own	  use	  of	  the	  written	  word	  in	  this,	  and	  other	  films.	  The	  window	  itself	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  screen	  analogous	  with	  the	  film	  screen.	  Thus,	  by	  having	  Gilbert	  learn	  of	  Miss	  Froy’s	  existence	  in	  this	  way,	  he	   is	  placing	  Gilbert	   in	   the	  position	  of	   the	  spectator.	   It	   is	  also	  with	  the	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  of	  the	  label	  that	  the	  audience	  and	  Gilbert	  are	  finally	  united	  as	  being	  on	  the	  side	  of	  Iris.	  From	  now	  on,	  any	  antipathy	  the	  audience	  might	  have	  felt	  towards	  Gilbert,	   due	   to	   Michael	   Redgrave’s	   lack	   of	   star	   persona	   and	   questionable	  behaviour,	  is	  finally	  dissipated.	  The	  written	  word	  here	  has	  therefore	  served	  the	  dual	  purpose	  of	  revealing	  the	  truth	  to	  Gilbert	  and	  allowing	  the	  audience	  to	  side	  with	  him.	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6.5	  Closing	  Comments	  It	   should	   be	   apparent	   that	  Hitchcock’s	   relationship	  with	   the	  written	  word	   and	  language	  in	  general	  is	  more	  sophisticated	  than	  at	  first	  might	  seem	  evident	  for	  a	  director	   renowned	   for	   his	   visual	   depictions	   of	   psychological	   elements	   of	  suspense.	   This	   should	   be	   clear	   from	   the	   examples	   given,	   but	   I	   would,	   in	  conclusion,	  like	  to	  give	  one	  final	  example	  from	  Notorious	  and	  it	  concerns	  the	  key	  to	  the	  wine	  cellar,	  which	  seems	  to	  be	  imbued	  with	  a	  power	  beyond	  its	  physical	  aspect.	  	  It	  has	  already	  been	  established	  in	  the	  film	  that	  key	  has	  the	  word	  UNICA	  written	  on	   it.	   This	   helps	   the	   audience	   know	   when	   Alicia	   has	   identified	   the	   right	   key.	  However,	  Hitchcock	  may	  be	  said	  to	  be	  having	  a	  joke	  here.	  Since	  the	  film	  is	  set	  in	  Brazil	  where	  Portuguese	   is	  spoken,	  Hitchcock	  has,	   I	  would	  suggest,	  gone	  to	  the	  trouble	  of	   finding	  a	  Portuguese	  word	   that	   suits	  his	  purpose.	  The	   translation	  of	  the	  word	  UNICA	  is	  “unique”	  and	  it	  does	  indeed	  seem	  that	  there	  is	  only	  one	  copy	  of	  this	  key.	  
	  Fig.	  5.	  Notorious.	  The	  one	  and	  only	  key.	  	  Thus,	   this	  unique	  key	   is	  not	   just	   the	  key	   that	  unlocks	   the	  wine	  cellar,	   it	   is	   also	  represents	  the	  key	  moment	  in	  the	  film,	  when	  deceit	   is	  revealed	  and	  murderous	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plans	  are	  hatched.	  As	  such,	  the	  word	  written	  on	  it	  begins	  to	  evade	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  and	  begins	  to	  be	  pervaded	  with	  the	  Real,	  in	  the	  potential	  death	  of	  Alicia.	  	  Consequently,	  Lacan’s	  adage,	  which	  concluded	  the	  last	  chapter,	  could	  be	  said	  to	  hold	  true	   in	  the	  way	  Hitchcock	  deals	  with	  both	  the	  written	  and	  spoken	  word.	   I	  would	  contend	   that	   it	   is	   almost	   certain	   that	   some	  of	   the	  elements	  discussed	   in	  this	  chapter	  were	  conscious	  production	  decisions.	  Others,	  though,	  would	  seem	  to	  be	   artistic	   expressions	   that	   come	   either	   from	   a	   subconscious	   or	   unconscious	  understanding	   of	   the	   power	   of	  words	   and	   their	   ability	   to	   hinder	   and	   promote	  communication.	  	  If	  Lacan’s	  return	  to	  Freud	  was	  focused	  more	  on	  language	  and	  how	  he	  perceived	  it	  structured	  the	  unconscious,	  Freud’s	  focus,	  certainly	  towards	  the	  beginning	  of	  his	  career	   was	   how	   the	   dream	   could	   lead	   an	   analyst	   to	   an	   understanding	   of	   the	  unconscious.	   It	   is	  with	  Freud	  more	   in	  mind	   that	  a	  discussion	  of	  how	  Hitchcock	  depicted	   dream	   and	   visions	   in	   his	   films	   will	   now	   be	   undertaken.
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7.	  DREAMS/VISIONS	  
7.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  If	   Freud	   is	   right	   when	   he	   states,	   “The	   dream	   takes	   the	   place	   of	   action,	   as	  elsewhere	  in	  life”	  (Freud,	  1997:35),	  then	  film	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  its	  equivalent	  in	  the	  living	  world,	  since	  most	  spectators	  engage	  in	  an	  identificatory	  process	  with	  the	   action	   projected	   on	   the	   screen.	  While	   Hitchcock’s	   films	   are	  more	   likely	   to	  possess	  a	  nightmare	  quality,	  as	  in	  The	  Birds,	  rather	  than	  the	  properties	  of	  a	  rose-­‐tinted	  dream,	  as	  in	  Ruth’s	  flashback	  in	  I	  Confess,	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  4.10,	  when	  he	  does	  depict	  a	  dream	  in	  his	  films,	  he	  focuses	  on	  the	  terrors	  these	  dreams	  hold	  for	  the	  dreamer.	  	  This	   chapter	   explores	   just	  what	   it	   is	   that	   is	   revealed	   in	   the	   repressed	  material	  that	   the	   Hitchcockian	   dreamer	   exposes	   as	   well	   as	   examining	   how	   successful	  Hitchcock	  is	  in	  his	  depictions	  of	  the	  dream	  state.	  Perhaps	  surprisingly,	  and	  as	  far	  as	  I	  am	  aware,	  cinematic	  versions	  of	  dreams	  are	  only	  filmed	  on	  three	  occasions	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  career,	  in	  Spellbound,	  Vertigo	  and	  Marnie,	  so	  naturally,	   in	  view	  of	  the	   focus	   of	   this	   thesis,	   these	   films	  make	   up	   a	   significant	   part	   of	   this	   chapter.	  However,	   also	   considered	  are	  Hetty’s	   “visions”	   in	  Under	  Capricorn,	   since	   she	   is	  being	  manipulated	   in	  the	  conscious	  world,	   just	  as	   the	  unconscious	  manipulates	  the	   Subject’s	   dreams	   while	   they	   are	   asleep.	   It	   is	   with	   this	   latter	   film	   that	   the	  chapter	  continues.	  	  
7.2	  Under	  the	  Influence:	  What	  Hetty	  sees.	  As	  a	  costume	  drama	  set	  in	  1830	  in	  a	  nascent	  Sydney,	  Australia,	  Under	  Capricorn	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  inappropriate	  for	  a	  psychoanalytic	  interpretation.	  However,	  its	  central	  character,	  Hetty	  (Ingrid	  Bergman),	  a	  rich	  upper-­‐class	  woman,	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  prototype	  of	   the	  sort	  of	  person	   that	  would	  have	  visited	  Freud	  when	  he	  was	  practising	  in	  Vienna.	  	  Additionally,	  she	  presents	  symptoms	  that	  Freud	  and	  Breuer	  refer	  to	  in	  Studies	  in	  
Hysteria	   (1895)	   as	   “incessantly	   recurring	   visual	   hallucinations”.	   While	   it	   is	  revealed	   in	   the	   denouement	   that	   these	   hallucinations	   are	   not	   in	   fact	  hallucinations,	  but	  are	  caused	  by	  the	  drugged	  wine	  and	  the	  shrunken	  head	  left	  by	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Milly	   (Margaret	   Leighton)	   in	  Hetty’s	   bedroom,	   this	   information	   is	   unknown	   to	  the	  audience	  until	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  and,	  more	  importantly,	  her	  husband,	  Sam	  (Joseph	   Cotten)	   and	   her	   potential	   suitor,	   Charles	   (Michael	   Wilding),	   who	   are	  convinced	  that	  Hetty	  is	  experiencing	  visions.	  	  Nevertheless,	   regardless	   of	   the	   existence	   of	   the	   hallucinations,	   the	   shrunken	  head	  is	  an	  important	  symbol	  of	  Hetty’s	  hysteria.	  Freud	  and	  Breuer	  further	  note,	  “It	  is,	  of	  course,	  self-­‐evident	  that	  in	  “traumatic”	  hysteria	  the	  accident	  gives	  rise	  to	  the	   syndrome”	   (Freud	   et	   al,	   2004:	   7).	   In	   Hetty’s	   case,	   the	   traumatic	   accident	  referred	   to	   is	   her	   shooting	   and	   killing	   her	   brother.	   This	   unresolved	   trauma	   is	  visually	  and	  symbolically	  expressed	  by	  the	  shrunken	  head	  manipulated	  by	  Milly.	  This	  head	   is	   foregrounded	  as	  a	  key	  element	  at	   the	  beginning	  of	   the	   film,	  when	  Sam	   is	   confronted	  with	   it	   by	   the	   sailor.	   I	  would	   suggest	   that	   it	   is	   precisely	   the	  same	  head	  that	   is	  a	  representation	  of	  her	  dead	  brother,	  as	  both	  Sam	  and	  Hetty	  have	   to	   deal	   with	   the	   consequences	   of	   their	   (in)actions	   and	   are,	   thus,	   bound	  together,	  symbolically,	  by	  the	  image	  of	  the	  shrunken	  head.	  	  This	  situation	  is	  finally	  resolved	  by	  two	  events.	  The	  first	  is	  Hetty’s	  confession	  to	  murder.80	  This	  is,	  as	  Jacques	  Rivette	  alludes	  to	  in	  Rohmer	  et	  al:	  	  The	   secret	   subject	   of	   this	   drama…	   …	   is	   confession,	   the	   liberation	   of	   a	  secret…	  …in	   the	  psychological	   sense,	  because	   it	   frees	  us	   from	  memory	  by	  giving	  memory	  a	  verbal	  form	  (Rohmer	  et	  al,	  1979:	  98).	  Hetty,	   though,	   confesses	   not	   once	   but	   three	   times.	   Firstly,	   it	   is	   to	   Charles	   and	  secondly	  to	  the	  Governor	  (Cecil	  Parker)	  and	  the	  Attorney	  General	  (Denis	  O’Dea)	  jointly.	   The	   first	   of	   these	   is	   a	   private	   confession,	   which,	   while	   possibly	  emotionally	   the	  most	  difficult	  one	   to	  make,	   is	   the	   least	   significant	  of	   the	   three,	  since	  it	  is	  not	  accepting	  Symbolic	  responsibility	  in	  the	  face	  of	  the	  Other.	  	  From	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  Other,	  the	  second	  confession	  is	  the	  most	  important,	  since	   it	  precisely	   through	  this	  confession	  that	  responsibility	   is	  accepted.	  As	   the	  Governor,	  the	  figure	  of	  the	  Other	  who,	  in	  the	  film,	  has	  no	  other	  name,	  recognises,	  
                                                           80	  Hetty	  is	  another	  example	  of	  a	  woman	  getting	  away	  with	  murder.	  (Cf.	  Blackmail,	  Sabotage,	  
Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt).	  This	  notion	  is	  fully	  explored	  in	  Chapter	  12.	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“I’m	  an	  old	  Soldier.	   I’ve	  only	  one	  religion.	  My	  duty.”	  The	   linking	  of	  religion	  and	  duty	  is	  significant	  and	  will	  be	  discussed	  below.	  But	  in	  this	  quote,	  it	  could	  also	  be	  said	   that	   the	   Lacanian	  Other	   and	   the	   Freudian	   Superego	   have	   fused	   to	   ensure	  that	  Hetty	  performs	  her	  duty	  of	  complying	  with	  the	  demands	  of	  both;	  a	  duty	  she	  is	  willing	  to	  perform.	  This	  willingness	  is	  the	  second	  step	  of	  her	  redemption	  from	  hysteria.	  	  Yet,	   in	   terms	   of	   her	   personal	   absolution,	   the	   third	   confession	   is	   the	   most	  important.	  Upon	  confessing	  to	  her	  husband	  that	  she	  has	  confessed	  to	  the	  crime	  that	   she,	  and	  not	  he,	  had	  committed,	  Hetty	   is	  breaking	   the	  cycle	  of	   ceremonies	  that	   the	   high	   priestess,	   Milly,	   had	   been	   performing,	   in	   her	   version	   of	   the	  Eucharist.	   Rivette	   confirms	   this	   religious	   aspect,	   when	   he	   states	   in	   the	  aforementioned	  source	  that,	  “…in	  the	  religious	  sense,	  in	  this	  case	  the	  confession	  of	   sins	   is	   the	   same	   as	   redemption”	   (Rohmer	   et	   al,	   1979:	   98).	   In	   this	   warped	  version	  of	  the	  Eucharist,81	  the	  drugged	  wine	  she	  supplies	  Hetty	  with,	  is	  the	  blood	  of	   her	   brother	   and	   the	   shrunken	   head,	   the	   bread	   of	   his	   flesh.	   	   This	   latter	   is	  confirmed,	  if	  we	  consider	  the	  box	  in	  which	  Milly	  places	  the	  shrunken	  head,	  and	  then	  in	  which	  Sam	  finally	  encloses	  it,	  as	  a	  form	  of	  pyx,	  which	  is	  the	  receptacle	  in	  which	   the	   host	   is	   kept	   between	   communions	   in	   the	   Catholic	   church.	   Sam’s	  placing	  the	  head	  back	  in	  the	  pyx	  and	  closing	  the	  lid	  on	  it	  is,	  therefore,	  the	  second	  event	   that	   resolves	   Hetty’s	   trauma,	   since	   both	   characters	   have	   visualised	   the	  trauma.	   In	   this	   context,	   visualising	   is	   synonymous	   with	   verbalising	   and	   as	   a	  result	  both	  Sam	  and	  Hetty	  are	  freed	  from	  the	  shackles	  of	  their	  past.	  	  	  Thus,	   Hetty’s	   truth	   is	   uncovered	   after	   the	   various	   parties	   involved	   have	  interacted	  with	  Hetty’s	  room,	  which	  is	  a	  clear	  symbol	  of	  Hetty’s	  psyche.	  To	  access	  Hetty’s	  psyche	   they	  have	  had	   to	  use	   the	  elaborate	   staircase	   linking	   the	  ground	  floor	  to	  the	  first	  floor.	  It	  will	  be	  argued	  in	  Chapter	  9.5	  that	  whoever	  has	  control	  of	  the	   staircase	   has	   control	   of	   Hetty	   and	   that	   this	   staircase	   should	   be	   viewed	  symbolically.	  
                                                           81	  This	  religious	  interpretation	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  translation	  of	  	  “Miyago	  Yugilla”	  (the	  name	  of	  the	  Flusky	  estate)	  is	  stated	  as	  being	  “Why	  weepest	  thou?”	  The	  translation	  is	  a	  quote	  from	  John	  20:15.	  That	  the	  weeping	  woman	  is	  Mary	  Magdalene,	  a	  supposed	  prostitute,	  links	  her	  to	  Hetty	  and	  her	  seven	  years	  of	  life	  in	  Australia	  while	  Sam	  was	  in	  prison.	  Charles	  asks	  her,	  “	  How	  did	  you	  live	  all	  those	  years?”	  She	  replies,	  slowly,	  “What	  does	  that	  matter	  now?”	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7.3	  The	  Woman	  Scottie	  Dreamt	  Twice	  Likewise,	  in	  Vertigo,	  the	  protagonist,	  Scottie,	  is	  also	  only	  freed	  from	  the	  shackles	  of	  his	  past	  after	  ascending	  a	  staircase.	  However,	  his	   journey	   towards	  release	   is	  only	  achieved	  through	  what	  will	  be	  argued	  is	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  detailed	  depiction	  of	  a	  dream	  and	  the	  consequent	  analysis	  of	  that	  dream.	  	  Within	   the	   context	   of	   Vertigo,	   Karl	   Marx’s	   adage	   can	   be	   rewritten	   as	   “History	  repeats	   itself.	   First	   as	   farce,	   second	   as	   tragedy.”82	   This	   is	   because,	   within	   the	  superficial	  diegesis	  of	  the	  film,	  the	  farce	  of	  plot	  absurdity	  is	  played	  out	  in	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  film,	  whereas	  the	  second	  part	  is	  played	  as	  the	  tragedy	  of	  a	  psychotic	  episode	  of	  cause	  and	  effect	  that	  results	  in	  the	  real	  death	  of	  “fake”	  Madeleine.	  	  
	  However,	  the	  film	  prior	  to	  Madeleine’s	  first	  death	  has	  the	  structure	  of	  a	  dream,	  where	  events	  follow	  without	  a	  strict	  cause	  and	  effect	  pattern	  and	  internal	  logic	  is	  displaced.	   This	   inevitably	   results	   in	   the	   ludicrousness	   of	   farce.	   	   Robin	   Wood	  comments	  on	  this	  in	  these	  terms:	  The	   objection	   has	   been	   frequently	   made	   that	   the	   plot	   hinges	   on	   a	   wild	  improbability:	  not	  so	  much	  that	  a	  man	  who	  has	  seen	  the	  woman	  he	   loves	  fall	   from	   a	   height	   should	   not	   stay	   to	   make	   sure	   she’s	   dead,	   as	   that	   the	  murderer	  should	  count	  on	  him	  doing	  so…	  ...a	  moment’s	  thought	  will	  make	  it	  clear	  that	  the	  whole	  plot	  is	  quite	  fantastic	  (Wood,	  2002:	  109).	  	  Examples	  of	  such	  wild	  improbabilities	  are	  as	  follows:	  1) How	  did	  Scottie	  get	  down	  from	  the	  gutter	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film?	  2) Why	  go	  to	  such	  lengths	  to	  devise	  such	  an	  elaborate	  murder	  plot?	  3) Why	  doesn’t	  Madeleine	  enter	  through	  the	  front	  door	  of	  the	  florist’s?	  4) Where	  did	  Madeleine	  go	  when	  we	  see	  her	  in	  the	  McKittrick	  hotel	  room?	  5) How	  did	  Madeleine	  get	  passed	  Scottie	  and	  drive	  away?	  6) Why	  is	  her	  nakedness	  in	  Scottie’s	  bed	  not	  commented	  on?	  	  7) How	   could	   Elster	   know	   that	   the	   vertigo	   would	   prevent	   Scottie	   from	  
                                                           
82 What Marx actually wrote was, “Hegel remarks somewhere that all great world-historic facts and 
personages appear, so to speak, twice. He forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second time as 
farce.” (Marx, 1853, 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: Chapter 1). 
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acting?	  8) How	  did	  Elster	  coax	  the	  real	  Madeleine	  to	  go	  up	  the	  spire?	  9) If	  the	  real	  Madeleine	  was	  already	  dead,	  how	  did	  Elster	  get	  her	  body	  to	  the	  spire	  from	  the	  murder	  scene	  unnoticed?	  10) How	  did	  Elster	  and	  the	  false	  Madeleine	  get	  down?	  11) Why	  didn’t	  Scotty	  remain	  to	  confirm	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  woman	  he	  loved?	  (This	  point	  is	  actually	  raised	  at	  the	  hearing)	  12) If	  the	  fake	  Madeleine’s	  falling	  in	  love	  with	  Scottie	  wasn’t	  part	  of	  the	  plan,	  why	  did	  she	  go	  through	  with	  it,	  knowing	  that	  she	  could	  never	  see	  Scottie	  again?	  13) Why	  was	  Madeleine’s	  physical	  appearance	  not	  raised	  at	  the	  hearing?	  14) Why	  is	  Scottie	  so	  heavily	  criticised	  at	  the	  hearing?	  15) The	  false	  Madeleine	  is	  a	  danger	  to	  Elster.	  So	  why	  not	  remove	  her	  as	  well?	  16) How	  did	  Elster	  convince	  Judy	  to	  go	  along	  with	  the	  plot.?	  17) 	  How	  did	  Judy	  get	  time	  off	  work?	  18) Why	  did	  Judy	  return	  to	  her	  previous	  life?	  19) Why	  did	  Elster	  give	  Judy	  the	  necklace	  worn	  by	  Carlotta?	  Within	   this	   dreamlike	   structure,	  which	  Wood	  describes,	   in	   reference	   to	  what	   I	  might	  describe	  as	  the	  “dream	  within	  a	  dream”,	  as	  “the	  elliptical	  logic	  of	  a	  dream”	  (Wood,	  2002:	  118),	  where	   the	   apparently	   illogical	  happens,	  we	  are	   confronted	  with	  the	  Lacanian	  Real.	  The	  events	  in	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  film	  with	  their	  lack	  of	  logical	   consequence	   can	   only	   lead	   to	   questions,	   since	   words,	   in	   the	   form	   of	  answers,	   do	   not	   exist	   to	   make	   the	   Symbolic	   connection	   for	   us	   to	   be	   able	   to	  understand	  the	  link	  between	  these	  events.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  my	  contention	  that	  the	  Real	  is	  concomitant	  with	  a	  dream,	  since	  we	  strive	  to	  understand	  or	  interpret	  the	  illogicality	  of	  the	  dream	  just	  as	  we	  do	  the	  Real	  through	  the	  Symbolic	  device	  of	  words.	  	  	  Scottie’s	  dream	  starts	  either	  in	  the	  opening	  credits,	  when	  the	  camera	  apparently	  enters	  the	  woman’s	  eye	  with	  a	  screen	  which	  has	  been	  flooded	  with	  red	  indicating	  the	  danger	  ahead,	  or	  when	  Scottie	   is	  suspended	  from	  the	  gutter	   in	  the	  opening	  scene	  or	  in	  the	  fade	  to	  black	  which	  follows	  this	  scene.	  What	  is	  certain	  is	  that	  the	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dream	   ends	   with	   Scottie	   waking	   in	   panic	   in	   his	   bed	   after	   he	   has	   dreamt	   the	  dream	  within	  a	  dream.	  	  	  This	  dream	  structure	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  all	  except	  the	  last	  two	  points	  raised	  in	  the	  list	  above	  occur	  in	  the	  dream	  part	  of	  the	  film.	  Carlotta’s	  pendant	  is,	  in	  fact,	  	  the	  link	  that	  ties	  the	  parts	  of	  the	  film	  together,	  since	  it	  is	  visible	  when	  the	  two	  Madeleine’s	  are	  alive	  and,	  most	  importantly	  in	  the	  “dream	  within	  a	  dream”,	  when	   Scottie	   believes	   Madeleine	   is	   dead.	   Furthermore,	   Scottie	   makes	   that	  connection	   between	   Madeleine	   and	   Judy	   just	   as	   he	   has	   coupled	   the	   pendant	  around	  Judy’s	  neck.	  This	  pendant	  is,	  therefore,	  a	  fusing	  of	  the	  dream	  material	  of	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  film	  and	  the	  psychotic	  episode	  in	  the	  second	  part	  of	  the	  film.	  	  What	   is	   certain,	   however,	   is	   that	   the	   death	   of	   Madeleine	   is	   inevitable	   in	   both	  versions,	  since	  she	   is	  not	   the	  person	  Scottie	   is	   fantasising	  about.	  That	  person,	   I	  believe,	   appears	   in	   the	   “dream	  within	   a	   dream”,	   standing	   by	   an	   open	  window	  with	   Elster	   to	   her	   right	   and	   Scottie	   to	   her	   left.	   She	   is	   the	   living	   version	   of	  Madeleine’s	  apparent	  obsession	  and	  Elster’s	  Machiavellian	  plan:	  Carlotta	  Valdes	  (Joanne	  Genthon)	  from	  the	  painting	  in	  the	  Palace	  of	  the	  Legion	  of	  Honours.	  Both	  Elster	  and	  the	  book	  store	  owner	  express	  longing	  for	  the	  San	  Francisco	  of	  the	  mid	  19th	  century,	  Elster	  even	  saying,	   “The	   things	   that	  spell	  San	  Francisco	   to	  me	  are	  disappearing	   fast	   ...	   I	   should	   have	   liked	   to	   have	   lived	   here	   then	   —	   colour,	  excitement,	  power,	  freedom.”	  Since	  it	  is	  my	  postulate	  that	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  film	  is	  a	  dream	  and,	  as	  Freud	  stated,	  dreams	  are	  wish	   fulfilment,	   then	   it	   is	  Scottie’s	  wishes	  that	  are	  being	  expressed	  in	  Elster’s	  words.	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  Fig.	  6.	  Vertigo.	  Carlotta:	  the	  real	  object	  of	  desire?	  	  Moreover,	   Scottie’s	   rage	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film	   towards	   the	   “fake”	   Madeleine	  supports	  the	  notion	  that	  Carlotta	  is	  the	  true	  object	  of	  his	  desire,	  since	  he	  has	  only	  previously	  seen	  the	  pendant	  in	  the	  painting	  and	  his	  own	  “dream	  within	  a	  dream”.	  If	   we	   take	   this	   “dream	  within	   a	   dream”	   as	   a	   possible	   interpretation,	   then	   the	  dream	   of	   Carlotta	   is	   actually	   accessing	   the	   uncensored	   unconscious,	   which	   is	  why	  Scottie	  wakes	  up	  in	  a	  cold	  sweat	  confronted	  with	  his	  true	  desire.	  	  In	  addition,	  if	  we	  consider	  Freud	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams,	  then	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  film	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  reworking	  of	  the	  same	  dream	  material:	  As	  far	  as	  I	  can	  see,	  the	  division	  of	  a	  dream	  into	  two	  unequal	  portions	  does	  not	   always	   signify	   a	   causal	   relation	   between	   the	   thoughts	   of	   the	   two	  portions.	   It	   often	   seems	   as	   though	   in	   the	   two	   dreams	   the	   same	  material	  were	  presented	  from	  different	  points	  of	  view	  (Freud,	  1997:	  199).	  From	   this	  perspective,	   the	  point	  of	   view	  expressed	   in	   the	   first	  part	  of	   the	   film,	  culminating	  with	   Scottie	  waking	   in	   a	   cold	   sweat,	   is	   the	   dream	   itself,	  while	   the	  second	  part,	  culminating	  in	  Judy’s	  death,	  is	  a	  psychotic	  episode.	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This	  dream	  structure	  can	  also	  be	  supported	  by	  certain	  repetitions	  which	  appear	  in	   the	   first	   part	   of	   the	   film.	   Midge	   (Barbara	   Bel	   Geddes)	   frequently	   refers	   to	  herself	  as	  mother	  and	  does	  indeed	  fulfil	  a	  mother’s	  rather	  than	  lover-­‐like	  role	  in	  relation	  to	  Scottie.	  This	  point	  consciously	  evokes	  Hitchcock’s	  mother	  fixation,	  but	  further	  suggests	   that	   there	   is	  an	  Oedipal	  connection	  between	  the	  two	  as	  Midge	  and	  Scottie	  were	  once	  engaged	  for	  three	  weeks.	  	  Additionally,	  and	  more	  significantly,	   the	  words	  “power”	  and	  “freedom”	  are	  said	  twice,	  first	  by	  Elster	  and	  then	  by	  Pop	  Leibel,	  the	  bookstore	  owner.	  The	  repetition	  of	  the	  words	  naturally	  gives	  them	  a	  significance	  within	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  film,	  which	  will	  be	  discussed	  below.	  	  	  Bailly	  notes	  of	  the	  psychotic’s	  delusional	  state	  that	  “the	  delusion	  still	  appears	  to	  have	   some	  meaning	   to	   the	   Subject”	   (Bailly,	   2009:	   104).	   In	   this	   respect,	   Judy’s	  flashback	   is	   essential	   to	   the	  audience	   so	   that	  we	  are	   removed	   from	   identifying	  with	   Scottie’s	   delusional	   state	   and	   can	   now	   rationally	   observe	   a	   man	   delude	  himself	   into	   believing	   he	   is	   creating	   a	   facsimile	   of	   the	   original	  when,	   in	   actual	  fact,	  he	  is	  recreating	  the	  original	  fake:	  an	  effort	  which	  is	  doomed	  to	  failure	  in	  the	  delusional	  mind,	  since	  the	  situation	  itself	  is	  a	  delusion.	  This	  is	  because,	  as	  Scottie	  observes	   as	   he	   drags	   Judy	   up	   the	   staircase,	   “He	  made	   you	   over	   didn’t	   he?	   He	  made	  you	  over	  just	  like	  I	  made	  you	  over.	  Only	  better.”	  (My	  italics).	  	  	  This	  “Only	  better”	  indicates	  how	  Scottie	  views	  himself	  in	  relation	  to	  Gavin	  Elster	  within	  the	  dreamwork	  and	  his	  psychotic	  condition.	  He	  sees	  himself	  as	  inferior	  to	  Elster,	  who,	  in	  respect	  of	  the	  repetition	  of	  the	  words	  referred	  to	  above,	  possesses	  the	  power	  and	  the	  freedom	  to	  murder.	  This	  would	  suggest	  that	  Elster	  is	  Scottie’s	  master	   signifier	   in	   the	   Lacanian	   sense.	   In	   other	   words,	   the	   dominant	   force	   in	  Scottie’s	   personality	   and	   the	   opposite	   of	   how	   Scottie’s	   Ego	   views	   itself.	   The	  words	   “power”	   and	   “freedom”	   are	   certainly	   not	   words	   that	   can	   be	   used	   to	  describe	   any	   aspect	   of	   Scottie’s	   personality	   until	   he	   has	   forced	   the	   reluctant	  second	   Madeleine	   up	   the	   stairs	   of	   the	   spire.	   Thus	   his	   look	   down	   at	   the	   dead	  Madeleine	  from	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  ledge	  suggests	  he	  has	  achieved	  his	  own	  version	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of	  the	  power	  and	  the	  freedom	  that	  both	  parts	  of	  the	  film	  have	  been	  leading	  him	  towards.	  	  	  This	   unobtainable	   desire	   for	   power	   and	   freedom,	   which	   I	   would	   contend	   is	   a	  desire	   of	   humanity,	   but	   which	   is	   restrained	   by	   both	   the	   Superego	   and	   the	  Symbolic,	   is	  suggested	  by	  Gavin	  Elster’s	  very	  name.	  His	  name	   is	  an	  anagram	  of	  “everlasting”.	   This	   peculiarity	   is	   foregrounded	   and	   commented	   on	   by	   Scottie	  when	  he	  says	  of	  it,	  “Yes,	  a	  funny	  name”	  to	  Midge	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film.	  	  	  Thus	  the	  name	  Gavin	  Elster	  symbolises	  the	  desire	  for	  power	  and	  freedom.	  This	  is	  an	  everlasting	  desire	  and	  yet	  one	  which	  cannot	  be	  achieved,	  since	  these	  goals	  do	  not	   fit	   in	   with	   the	   requirements	   of	   society.	   As	   Todd	   McGowan	   notes	   in	  
Psychoanalytic	  Film	  Theory	  and	  The	  Rules	  of	  the	  Game,	  “What	  Lacan	  refers	  to	  as	  a	  “surge	   of	   desire”	   is	   a	   disruption	   of	   the	   everyday	   working	   of	   the	   symbolic	  structure”	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  109).	  This	  point	  should	  be	  considered	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  Latin	  name	  of	  the	  tree,	  Sequoia	  Sempervirens,	  in	  the	  forest	  where	  Scottie	  and	  Madeleine	  walk,	  which	  means	   “always	   living”.	   This	   suggests	   that	   the	   Sequoia’s	  innate	   power	   and	   freedom	   have	   always	   been	   present	   and	   one	   which	   the	  sectioned	   tree,	   like	   Scottie,	   has	   lost	   to	   the	   realm	   of	   the	   manmade	   Symbolic,	  expressed	  by	  the	  labels	  tacked	  onto	  the	  rings.	  	  Conscious	  elements	  are	  on	  display	  here	  of	  what	  Lacan	  called	  “lalangue”,	  or	  word	  play.	   That	   is	   to	   say,	   Hitchcock	   was	   aware	   of	   the	   significance	   of	   the	   word	  “everlasting”	   in	   both	   Latin	   and	   the	   anagram	   of	   Gavin	   Elster.	   Consequently,	   by	  using	   Freud,	   the	   Sequoias	   are	   a	   representation	   of	   the	   Id,	   with	   their	   name	  suggesting	  the	  freedom	  of	  an	  Id	  that	  has	  always	  been	  present,	  just	  as	  the	  power	  of	   the	  Superego	  has	  always	  been	  present.	  Thus	   in	   the	   film	  Elster	   is	   a	  Symbolic	  representation	   of	   the	   Superego,	   since	   it	   is	   he	   who	   authorizes	   and	   controls	  Scottie’s	  actions	  in	  the	  dream	  part	  of	  the	  film.	  It	  is	  Scottie’s	  individual	  Ego,	  frail	  in	  the	   face	   of	   such	   forces,	   which	   is	   cracked	   into	   psychosis	   by	   contact	  with	   these	  commands	  and	  desires.	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Also	   of	   note	   are	   the	   labels	   on	   the	   section	   of	   the	   sequoia	   tree	   that	   Scottie	   and	  Madeleine	  pause	  by.	  They	  read	  as	  follows:	  1066	  Battle	  of	  Hastings	  	  1215	  Magna	  Carta	  signed	  	  1492	  Discovery	  of	  America	  	  1776	  Declaration	  of	  Independence	  	  What	   is	   of	   interest	   here	   is	   that	   the	   duality	   expressed	   by	   the	   two	   national	  histories	   referred	   to	   is	   also	   a	   duality	   that	   the	   film	   is	   insistent	   upon83	   for	   two	  reasons.	  Firstly,	  each	  of	  the	  words	  power	  and	  freedom	  can	  refer	  to	  the	  strength	  of	   the	   invading	   force	   and	   the	   liberty	   supposedly	   achieved	   by	   the	   signing	   of	   a	  contract.	  	  Secondly,	  the	  Battle	  of	  Hastings	  and	  the	  Discovery	  of	  America	  can	  be	  considered	  as	   the	   last	   invasions	   of	   either	   national	   space84	   and	   thus,	   a	   breakdown	   of	   the	  Symbolic	  order	   in	  place	  at	   the	   time	   into	   the	  chaos	  of	   the	  Real.	  The	  second	  and	  fourth	   events	   are	   events	   which	   re-­‐imposed	   the	   Symbolic	   on	   the	   territorial	  domain	   in	   favour	  of	   the	   invading	   force.	  Accordingly,	   the	   entire	   film	   is	   Scottie’s	  experience	  of	  the	  Real	  and	  represents,	  to	  paraphrase	  Bob	  Geldof,	  the	  civil	  war	  in	  his	  head.	  Symbolic	  order	  is	  only	  restored	  with	  the	  death	  of	  the	  second	  Madeleine	  and	  Scottie	  standing	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  precipice.	  	  Therefore,	   his	   recreation	  of	   Judy	   as	  Madeleine	   is	   an	   act	   of	   displacement	  of	   the	  Ego	  and	  not	  the	  id.	  Furthermore,	  the	  flashback85	  that	  reveals	  the	  true	  story	  to	  the	  audience	   but	   not	   to	   Scottie	   implies	   that	   Judy	   has	   to	   act	   in	   the	   way	   she	   does.	  Therefore,	   Judy,	   whose	   name	   is	   one	   phoneme	   away	   from	   duty	   in	   American	  English,	   is	   a	   symbolic	   expression	   of	   the	   Superego	   and	   her	   dutiful	   death	   an	  expression	  of	  both	  her	  and	  Scottie’s	  death	  wish.	  And	  yet,	  what	   is	  certain	  at	   the	  
                                                           83	  The	  two	  deaths	  of	  Madeleine	  and	  the	  place	  of	  death,	  the	  use	  of	  mirrors	  to	  express	  duality	  are	  other	  examples	  of	  this.	  84	  Of	  note,	  of	  course,	  is	  Hitchcock	  being	  a	  citizen	  of	  both	  countries.	  85	  The	  original	  idea	  was	  for	  the	  revelation	  to	  be	  made	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film,	  thus	  ensuring	  that	  the	  audience	  would	  still	  be	  identifying	  with	  Scottie.	  However,	  Hitchcock	  claims	  it	  was	  at	  his	  insistence	  that	  the	  flashback	  be	  placed	  early	  on	  in	  the	  second	  part	  of	  the	  film.	  He	  told	  Truffaut,	  “Everyone	  around	  me	  was	  against	  this	  change.	  They	  all	  felt	  the	  revelation	  should	  be	  saved	  for	  the	  end	  of	  the	  picture”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  243).	  Indeed,	  the	  flashback	  strikes	  this	  author	  as	  unnecessary	  as	  it	  undermines	  the	  extremely	  rich	  expression	  of	  the	  dream	  and	  psychotic	  episode	  developed	  here.	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end	  of	  the	  film,	  as	  he	  stands	  at	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  bell	   tower	   looking	  down,	   is	  that	  Scottie	  has	  self-­‐analysed	  the	  traumatic	  dream	  of	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  film	  and	  the	  resulting	  psychotic	  episode.	  
	  
7.4	  The	  Spellbinding	  Dream	  It	  is	  perhaps	  somewhat	  ironic	  that	  the	  two	  films	  that	  are	  overtly	  concerned	  with	  psychoanalysis	  and	  unlocking	   the	  secrets	  of	   the	  dream,	  namely	  Spellbound	   and	  
Marnie,	   are	   the	   two	   films	   in	   this	   section	   that	   least	   effectively	   depict	   dreams	  within	   the	   diegesis.	   Indeed,	   even	   the	   proper	   dream	   sequence	   in	  Vertigo,	  while	  symbolically	   revealing,	   as	   discussed	   above,	   is	   visually	   overwrought	   and	   the	  nightmare	  it	  depicts	  is	  more	  hallucinatory	  than	  anything	  else.	  Also	  of	  note	  is	  that	  both	   the	   dream	   sequences	   of	   Spellbound	   and	   Vertigo	   were	   merely	   filmed	   by	  Hitchcock	  and	  not	  designed	  by	  him.	  Designed	  respectively	  by	  Salvador	  Dali	  and	  John	   Ferren,	   each	   can	   be	   said	   to	   lack	   the	   Hitchcock	   touch.	   Indeed,	   the	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  Dali	  sequence	  is	  Spellbound	  depends	  a	  great	  deal	  on	  how	  the	  individual	  viewer	  reacts	  to	  Dali’s	  aesthetics.	  	  	  Personally,	  I	  find	  Dali’s	  work	  overly	  stylised	  and	  symbolically	  facile.	  It	  is	  true	  that	  as	   a	   member	   of	   the	   Surrealist	   movement	   he	   was	   heavily	   influenced	   by	   The	  
Interpretation	  of	  Dreams,	  which	  is	  possibly	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  why	  Hitchcock	  was	  attracted	   to	   using	   his	   input	   in	   a	   film	   about	   psychoanalysis.	   It	   should	   be	  remembered,	  though,	  that	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  dream	  sequence	  in	  Spellbound,	  like	  the	  two	  dream	  sequences	  in	  Marnie,	  is	  essentially	  narrative,	  since	  they	  give	  clues	  to	  both	   the	  viewer	  and	   the	  psychoanalytic	  practitioner	   to	   solve	   the	  mystery	  of	  the	   protagonist’s	   trauma.	   In	   this	   respect	   they	   act	   as	   a	   rebus	   as	   described	   by	  Freud	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams:	  I	  have	  before	  me	  a	  picture	  puzzle	  (rebus)	  –	  a	  house	  upon	  whose	  roof	  there	  is	  a	  boat;	  then	  a	  single	   letter;	  then	  a	  running	  figure,	  whose	  head	  has	  been	  omitted	  and	  so	  on.	  As	  a	  critic	  I	  might	  be	  tempted	  to	  judge	  this	  composition	  and	  its	  elements	  to	  be	  nonsensical…	  …A	  correct	   judgement	  of	  the	  picture-­‐puzzle	   is	   possible	   only	   if	   I	   make	   no	   such	   objection	   to	   the	   whole	   and	   its	  parts,	  and	  if,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  I	  take	  the	  trouble	  to	  replace	  each	  image	  by	  a	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syllable	   or	   word	   which	   it	   may	   represent	   by	   virtue	   of	   some	   allusion	   or	  relation…	  ….Now	  a	  dream	  is	  such	  a	  picture	  puzzle	  (Freud,	  1997:	  171).86	  Freud’s	   use	   of	   the	   phrase	   “picture	   puzzle”	   is	   precisely	   what	   Spellbound	   is	  attempting	  to	  do:	  it	  is	  expressing	  the	  puzzle	  which	  any	  detective	  has	  to	  unravel	  in	  cinematic	  form.	  	  	  
Spellbound	  makes	  this	  link	  between	  detection	  and	  psychoanalysis	  overtly	  at	  the	  level	   of	   the	   text.	   After	   successfully	   exorcising	   his	   demons,	   Ballantyne	   and	  Constance	  converse	  as	  follows	  by	  a	  Freudian	  fireplace87:	  Ballantyne:	  And	  how	  does	  it	  feel	  to	  be	  a	  great	  analyst?	  Constance:	  Not	  so	  bad.	  Ballantyne:	  And	  a	  great	  detective?	  Constance:	  Wonderful!	  Ballantyne:	  And	  madly	  adored?	  	  Constance:	  Very	  wonderful!	  The	   ordering	   of	   these	   questions	   and	   the	   adjectives	   used	   is	   interesting.	   They	  suggest	  that	  the	  imposition	  of	  the	  Other’s	  social	  order	  as	  expressed	  through	  the	  adjective	  “wonderful”	  is	  more	  important	  to	  the	  Subject	  than	  being	  “not	  so	  bad”	  at	  one’s	   chosen	   activity	   and	   one’s	   position	   within	   the	   social	   order.	   Within	   this	  structure	  of	  society/work,	  the	  personal	  is	  the	  least	  important	  and,	  yet,	  the	  most	  likely	   to	   cause	   disruption	   to	   the	   social	   order,	   since	   we	   have	   the	   oxymoronic	  “madly	  adored”,	  particularly	   relevant	   in	  a	   film	  about	  psychoanalysis,	   answered	  with	  the	  solecism	  “very	  wonderful”.	  	  	  The	  connection	  between	  the	  detective-­‐driven	  whodunit	  and	  the	  psychoanalytic	  –driven,	  what	   I	  would	   call,	   “whoishe”	  was	  probably	  used	   as	   a	  way	  of	   ensuring	  that	  audiences	  would	  have	  a	  familiar	  narrative	  device	  to	  which	  they	  could	  relate.	  Writing	   in	   “From	   Spellbound	   to	   Vertigo:	   Alfred	   Hitchcock	   and	   Therapeutic	  Culture	  in	  America”	  (1999)	  Jonathan	  Freedman	  supports	  this,	  when	  he	  states:	  
                                                           86	  Coincidentally,	  perhaps,	  the	  picture	  puzzle	  in	  the	  Spellbound	  dream	  includes	  both	  a	  roof	  and	  a	  running	  man.	  87	  I	  concur	  with	  Freud’s	  symbolic	  interpretation	  of	  the	  fireplace,	  which	  is	  stated	  in	  the	  table	  in	  Chapter	  4.7.	  This	  interpretation	  is	  consistently	  used	  throughout	  the	  thesis.	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It	  was	  not	  until	  Spellbound	   that	  psychoanalysis	  was	  most	   fully	  purified	  of	  its	   aura	   of	   fraudulence	   and	   criminality,	   for	   it	   was	   in	   Spellbound	   that	  psychoanalysis	   first	   became,	   for	   the	   Hollywood	   cinema,	   the	   means	   of	  solving	   a	   crime,	   not	   a	   means	   of	   committing	   one	   (Freedman	   et	   al,	   1999:	  82/3).	  	  This	   structure	   also	   legitimises	   the	   essentially	   voyeuristic	   enquiries	   that	   the	  psychoanalyst	  performs	  by	  linking	  them	  to	  those	  the	  police	  are	  licensed	  to	  carry	  out.	   What	   the	   film	   proposes	   within	   the	   whodunit/whoishe	   structure	   is	   that,	  while	   the	   police	   seek	   external	   evidence	   to	   convict	   a	   perpetrator,	   the	  psychoanalyst	  also	  seeks	  evidence	  from	  within	  the	  mind	  of	  the	  accused	  to	  prove	  their	  innocence,	  in	  this	  case.	  	  As	   referred	   to	   by	   Freedman	   et	   al,	   Spellbound	   was	   the	   first	   Hollywood	   film	   to	  depict	  psychoanalysis	  positively	  as	  a	  means	  of	  not	  just	  solving	  a	  murder,	  but	  also	  as	   a	   way	   of	   uncovering	   complex	   personality	   traumas	   that	   influence	   traits	   of	  behaviour.	  Because	   it	  was	   the	   first	  Hollywood	   film	   to	  attempt	   this,	  elements	  of	  
Spellbound	  result	  in	  characters	  becoming	  cartoon	  versions	  of	  the	  psychoanalytic	  process.	  	  	  Two	   examples	   of	   this	   are	   Dr.	   Burlov,	   whose	   character	   is	   delineated	   as	   a	  patriarchal	   stereotype	   of	   European	  psychoanalysis,	   through	   glasses,	   beard	   and	  Germanic	  accent.	  Also,	  Miss	  Carmichael’s	  (Rhonda	  Fleming)	  simpering	  sexuality,	  which	  veers	  from	  the	  coquettish	  to	  the	  vicious	  and	  back	  again	  within	  her	  limited	  screen	   time,	   suggests	   that	   psychoanalysis	   is	   based	   on	   elements	   of	   trite	   sexual	  anxiety.	  	  This	  was	  almost	  certainly	  done	  so	  that	  contemporary	  audience	  did	  not	  have	  to	  work	  too	  hard	  to	  understand	  what	  might	  have	  been	  an	  unfamiliar	  form	  of	  medical	  treatment.	  	  	  I	   would	   suggest	   that	   many	   of	   Spellbound’s	   failings	   are	   a	   result	   of	   Selznick’s	  influence.	  His	  interest	  in	  psychoanalysis,	  as	  an	  analysand,	  might	  have	  led	  him	  to	  consider	  psychoanalysis	  as	  a	  viable	  subject	  for	  a	  film.	  This	  might	  well	  be	  justified	  if	  it	  were	  not	  for	  Hitchcock.	  As	  Leff	  points	  out:	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The	   two	   men	   held	   broadly	   different	   ideas	   about	   cinema	   and	   cinematic	  storytelling.	   To	   Selznick,	   plot	   meant,	   “end”,	   to	   Hitchcock,	   “means.”	   (Leff,	  1999:	  119).	  Hence	  the	  Selznick	   influence	   is	  seen	   in	  the	  “end”	  of	   the	  creation	  of	   the	  married	  couple	  with	  no	  visible	  issues	  left	  to	  resolve.	  This	  solution	  makes	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	   film	   conform	  with	  Hollywood	   expectations	   and	   is	   thus	   compliant	  with	   the	  social	  order	  of	  the	  Other.	  	  	  Yet	  Hitchcock’s	  “means”	  make	  for	  the	  most	  interesting	  part	  of	  the	  film.	  The	  three	  staircase	  sequences	  are	  powerful	  analogies	  of	  character	  development,	  as	  well	  as	  being	  potent	  metaphors	  for	  elements	  in	  an	  individual’s	  psyche.	  Moreover,	  there	  are	  certain	  analogous	  objects,	  such	  as	  the	  cutthroat	  razor,	  which	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  both	  phallic	  and	  capable	  of	   castration,	  which	  elevate	  psychoanalytic	   theory	   (or	  rather	   depictions	   of	   it)	   beyond	   the	   banal	   in	   Spellbound.	   The	   symbolic	   value	   of	  these	  staircases	  in	  the	  film	  are	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  9.4.	  
	  
7.5	  You	  Freud.	  Me	  Dream	  Marnie’s	   own	   dream	   in	   her	   film	   is	   visually	   less	   demanding	   and	   symbolically	  easier	  to	  interpret,	  once	  the	  original	  act	  of	  childhood	  trauma	  has	  been	  uncovered	  in	  the	  denouement.	  All	  the	  elements	  of	  the	  dream,	  from	  the	  three	  taps,	  the	  flash	  of	  red,	  the	  repetition	  of	  the	  word	  “mother”	  to	  the	  feeling	  of	  being	  cold,	  all	  refer	  directly	  back	  to	  the	  original	   traumatic	  act	  and	  have	  not	  undergone	  any	  form	  of	  condensation	   or	   displacement,	   unlike	   Ballantyne’s	   dream	   in	   Spellbound.	   Freud	  notes:	  There	  has	  occurred	   in	   the	  process	  of	  dream-­‐formation	  a	   transference	  and	  
displacement	   of	   the	   psychic	   intensities	   of	   the	   individual	   elements,	   from	  which	   results	   the	   textual	   difference	   between	   the	   dream-­‐content	   and	   the	  thought-­‐content	  (Freud,	  1997:	  193)	  (Italics	  in	  original).	  If	  Freud’s	  point	  is	  accepted,	  then	  Marnie’s	  dream	  should	  not	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  dream	  at	  all.	  What	  it	  is,	  as	  mentioned	  above,	  is	  a	  cinematic	  device	  that	  allows	  the	  audience	   to	  see	   the	  cracked	  psyche	  and	  Mark	   to	  explore	   it	   in	  order	   to	  uncover	  the	  original	  trauma.	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Where	  Marnie	   is	  psychologically	  richer	  and	  psychoanalytically	  more	  accurate	  is	  in	  Marnie’s	  perpetual	  quest	  for	  money.	  Freud	  notes	  in	  “The	  Rat	  Man”	  (1909)	  that	  “the	   uncleanliness	   (sic.)	   of	   childhood	   is	   often	   replaced	   in	   dreams	   by	   greed	   for	  money”	   (Freud,	   2002:	   100).	   The	  moral	   uncleanliness	   of	   Marnie’s	   childhood	   is	  seen	   in	   the	   recreation	  of	   the	   traumatic	   act.	   It	   should	   also	  be	   remembered	   that	  Marnie’s	   primal	   trauma	   was	   also	   the	   result	   of	   an	   act	   which	   involved	   the	  transference	  of	  money	  from	  the	  sailor	  (Bruce	  Dern)	  to	  Marnie’s	  mother	  (Louise	  Latham).	   Thus,	   her	   pursuit	   of	   money	   as	   an	   adult	   can	   be	   said	   to	   be	   a	   direct	  consequence	  of	  this	  act.	  
	  
7.6	  Closing	  Comments	  Freud	  believed	  that:	  The	   dream	   content	   is,	   as	   it	   were,	   presented	   in	   hieroglyphics,	   whose	  symbols	   must	   be	   translated	   one	   by	   one,	   into	   the	   language	   of	   dream	  thoughts.	  It	  would	  of	  course	  be	  incorrect	  to	  attempt	  to	  read	  these	  symbols	  in	  accordance	  with	   their	  values	  as	  pictures,	   instead	  of	   in	  accordance	  with	  their	  meaning	  as	  symbols	  (Freud,	  1997:	  169/70).	  If	   this	   is	   accepted,	   then	   it	   is	   perfectly	   natural	   to	   undertake	   the	   type	   of	  interpretation	   that	  has	  been	  carried	  out	  above,	   to	  explore	  a	  potential	   symbolic	  meaning	  of	  the	  Hitchcock	  dream.	  However,	  since	  film	  is	  perhaps	  the	  closest	  we	  get	  to	  experiencing	  a	  dream-­‐like	  state	  in	  our	  waking	  lives,	  such	  an	  interpretation	  can	  be	  carried	  out,	  not	  just	  on	  these	  dreams,	  but	  also	  about	  the	  visual	  and	  aural	  narrative	  that	  Hitchcock	  films	  in	  the	  characters’	  “daily	  lives.”	  	  The	   thesis	   now	   moves	   into	   its	   third	   and	   final	   section,	   where,	   instead	   of	   just	  looking	  at	  houses	  or	  stairs,	   for	  example,	  as	  methods	  of	  establishing	  location,	  an	  attempt	   is	  made	   to	  uncover	  potential	   symbolic	  meaning	  of	   these	   images	   in	   the	  space	  they	  occupy.	  The	  first	  of	  these	  elements	  to	  be	  examined	  could,	  with	  other	  filmmakers,	  be	  considered	   just	  a	  setting	   for	  dramatic	  action	  to	  unfold,	  but	  with	  Hitchcock	   are	   often	   so	   much	   more:	   houses.	   Indeed,	   as	   will	   be	   seen	   on	   the	  following	  page,	  Hitchcock	  explicitly	  expressed	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  house	  in	  his	  films.	  With	  such	  a	  rare	  admission	  of	  intent,	  it	  is	  worthwhile	  trying	  to	  unpick	  any	  symbolic	  content	  there	  may	  be	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  filming	  of	  these	  structures.	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SECTION	  THREE	  
	  
8.	  HOUSES	  
8.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  It	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that	  each	  of	  the	  films	  in	  this	  section	  uses	  setting	  and	  the	  house	   as	   a	   method	   of	   symbolising	   character	   drives	   and	   desires.	   Houses,	   in	  particular,	  for	  Hitchcock	  seem	  to	  be	  characters	  in	  themselves.	  Hitchcock	  noted	  of	  
Rebecca	  that,	  “In	  a	  sense	  the	  picture	  is	  the	  story	  of	  a	  house.	  The	  house	  was	  one	  of	  three	  key	  characters	  of	  the	  picture”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  131).	  To	  support	  this	  notion	  of	   the	   house	   being	   representative	   of	   a	   person,	   Freud	   notes	   in	   his	   lecture	   in	  symbolism	  in	  dreams	  that,	  “The	  only	  typical,	  that	  is,	  regular	  representation	  of	  the	  human	  person	  as	  a	  whole	   is	   in	   the	   form	  of	  a	  house”	   (Freud,	  2012:	  126).	  Freud	  suggests	  in	  The	  Interpretation	  of	  Dreams	  that	  the	  symbolic	  element	  of	  the	  house	  may	  have	  its	  origins	  in	  childhood:	  	  Smooth	  walls	  over	  which	  one	  climbs,	   façades	  of	  houses,	  across	  which	  one	  lets	   oneself	   down	   –	   often	   with	   a	   great	   sense	   of	   anxiety	   –	   correspond	   to	  erect	  human	  bodies,	  and	  probably	  repeat	  in	  our	  dreams	  childish	  memories	  of	  climbing	  up	  parents	  or	  nurses	  (Freud,	  1997:	  235).	  Henry	  Bond	  expands	  on	  this	  in	  Lacan	  at	  the	  Crime	  Scene	  when	  he	  suggests	  that	  the	  house	  and	  the	  face	  are	  similarly	  treated	  in	  children’s	  drawings:	  For	  example,	  when	  young	  children	  draw,	  they	  often	  begin	  with	  a	  depiction	  of	   a	   face	   or	   a	   house	   -­‐	   in	   front	   elevation	   –	   and	   these	   two	   images	   seem	   to	  coincide	  with	   the	  mouth	   and	   face	   in	   the	   same	   formation	   as	   the	  windows	  and	  door	  (Bond,	  2012:	  296).	  If	  one	  accepts	  that	  the	  house	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  character,	  then	  it	  is	  natural	  to	  assume	  that	  this	  character	  also	  has	  a	  gaze	  and	  a	  moral	  point	  of	  view,	  which,	  in	  turn,	  can	  look	  at	  the	  protagonist	  just	  as	  the	  protagonist	  looks	  at	  the	  house.	  Thus,	  as	   in	   the	  child’s	  drawing,	   the	  windows	  are	   representations	  of	   the	  eyes	  and	   the	  door,	  the	  mouth,	  through	  which	  things	  enter	  and	  leave.	  	  However,	  with	  Hitchcock	  the	  house	  is	  not,	  as	  in	  the	  child’s	  drawing,	  some	  benign	  idealised	   version	   of	   the	   perfect	   family	   dwelling,	   but	   a	  menacing	   force	   of	   dark	  secrets.	   	   In	   fact,	   this	   is	  one	   thing	   that	  Hitchcock	  does	   that	  we	  cannot	  do	   in	  our	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daily	  lives:	  locate	  ourselves	  in	  the	  world	  we	  see,	  in	  other	  words,	  we	  cannot	  stand	  outside	  ourselves	  to	  observe	  ourselves	  in	  our	  reality.	  As	  Lacan	  noted:	  I	  am	  not	  simply	  that	  punctiform	  being	  located	  at	  the	  geometrical	  point	  from	  which	   the	   perspective	   is	   grasped.	   No	   doubt	   in	   the	   depths	   of	  my	   eye,	   the	  picture	   is	  painted.	  The	  picture,	  certainly,	   is	   in	  my	  eye.	  But	  I	  am	  not	   in	  the	  picture	  (Lacan,	  2004:	  96).	  What	  Hitchcock	  does	  achieve	  by	  using	  shot/reverse	  shot,	  oscillating	  between	  the	  character’s	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  house	  as	  they	  approach	  it	  and	  the	  house’s	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  character	  approaching,	  is	  precisely	  what	  we	  cannot	  do,	  which	  is	  to	  have	  the	  painting	  in	  our	  eye	  and	  be	  in	  the	  painting.	  This	  strategy,	  as	  far	  as	  I	  am	  aware,	  is	  first	  used	  in	  Under	  Capricorn.	  	  
8.2	  Under	  Capricorn:	   “Miyago	  Yugilla:	   there’s	   something	  queer	   about	   that	  
place.”	  Hitchcock	  establishes	  the	  Flusky	  house,	  Minyago	  Yugilla,	  as	  a	  character	  in	  its	  own	  right	   and	   a	   character	   whose	   rooms	   and	   methods	   of	   connection	   dictate	  characters’	   actions	   within	   the	   space.	   His	   use	   of	   the	   establishing	   shot	   of	   the	  exterior	   of	   the	   building	   whenever	   the	   events	   of	   the	   film	   transfer	   to	   there	   is	  unusual	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   as	   he	   normally	   cuts	   to	   within	   a	   space	   that	   has	  already	   been	   made	   familiar	   or	   cuts	   from	   one	   situation	   to	   another	   with	   a	  character	   to	   establish	   location.	   This	   would	   seem	   to	   indicate	   that	   Hitchcock	  placed	  importance	  on	  the	  appearance	  of	  this	  particular	  building	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  character.	  	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Miyago	  Yugilla,	  which,	  from	  its	  first	  matte	  appearance,	  stands	  out	  as	  being	  different.	  From	  Mr.	  Potter’s	   (John	  Ruddock)	   initial	  warning	   to	   the	  Governor’s	   demand	   that	   his	   second	   cousin,	   Charles,	   not	   go	   there,	   it	   is	   the	  building	  itself,	  and	  by	  default	  the	  people	  who	  live	  there,	  which	  is	  presented	  as	  a	  threatening	  element.	  This	  is	  confirmed	  by	  how	  the	  building	  is	  first	  shown.	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After	   being	   left	   by	   the	   buggy	   driver	   (Harcourt	   Williams)	   and	   told	   “There	   is	  something	   queer	   about	   that	   place”88,	   Charles	   walks	   towards	   the	   building	   in	   a	  sequence	   of	   an	   alternate	   point	   of	   view	   of	   the	   building	   with	   a	   reverse	   shot	   of	  Charles	   from	   the	   building’s	   perspective.	   This	   strategy	   of	   filming	   the	   building	  gives	  the	  impression	  that	  Charles	   is	  walking	  towards	  something	  significant	  and	  that	   the	  building	   is	   uncannily	   aware	  of	   it.	   Žižek,	   quoted	   in	  Bond,	   supports	   this	  idea:	  Is	   this	   notion	   of	   the	   gaze89	   not	   perfectly	   rendered	   by	   the	   exemplary	  Hitchcockian	   scene	   in	   which	   the	   subject	   is	   approaching	   some	   uncanny	  threatening	   object,	   usually	   a	   house?	   There	   we	   encounter	   the	   antimony	  between	  the	  eye	  and	  the	  gaze	  at	  its	  purest:	  the	  subject’s	  eye	  sees	  the	  house,	  but	   the	   house	   –	   the	   object	   –	   seems	   somehow	   to	   return	   the	   gaze	   (Bond,	  2012:	  47).	  While	  an	  antimony	  can	  never	  be	  pure,	  Žižek	  is	  right	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  building	  itself	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   a	   presence,	   normally	   in	   the	  Hitchcock	   universe	   an	  uncanny,	  threatening	  one,	  and	  thus	  a	  character.	  This	  threat	  is	  further	  suggested	  by	  the	  building’s	  isolated	  setting.	  Bond	  refers	  to	  the	  Gothic	  construct	  in	  Psycho	  as	  an	  example	  of	   this,	  while	  Žižek	  uses	  the	  same	  argument	   in	  Sophie	  Fiennes’	  The	  
Pervert’s	   Guide	   to	   Cinema	   (2006),	   regarding	   The	   Birds	   and	   Melanie’s	   initial	  approach	  towards	  Mitch’s	  home.	  	  Yet	  the	  precursor	  for	  this	  strategy	  is	  Under	  Capricorn	  and	  this	  strategy,	  as	  well	  as	  the	   repeated	   use	   of	   an	   establishing	   shot	   for	   this	   location,	   can	   be	   interpreted	  symbolically	   beyond	   the	   reason	   given	   above.	   By	   insisting	   on	   the	   establishing	  shot,	  Hitchcock	  is	  indicating	  the	  isolation	  of	  the	  location,	  which	  has	  been	  shown	  to	   be	   20	  miles	   from	   Sydney.	   This	   has	   inevitable	   Gothic	   implications	   but,	  more	  interestingly,	   also	   suggests	   the	   isolation	   the	   characters	  who	   inhabit	   the	   house	  have	  from	  the	  world	  and	  each	  other.	  	  
                                                           88	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  need	  for	  Hitchcock	  to	  establish	  the	  queerness	  of	  Miyago	  Yugilla	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  script	  is	  to	  forewarn	  the	  viewer	  that	  the	  sequence	  of	  Charles	  walking	  towards	  Miyago	  Yugilla	  will	  be	  evoking	  tension.	  When	  we	  see	  the	  same	  shot/reverse	  shot	  strategy	  being	  used	  in	  
Psycho	  and	  The	  Birds,	  we	  are	  seeing	  the	  work	  of	  a	  filmmaker	  who	  is	  confident	  that	  language	  is	  not	  necessary	  to	  create	  tension.	  89	  The	  Lacanian	  gaze	  is	  further	  expanded	  upon	  Chapter	  11.4.	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8.3	  Rebecca:	  “Last	  night	  I	  dreamt	  I	  went	  to	  Manderley	  again.”	  Manderley	  in	  Rebecca	  also	  emphasises	  the	  setting’s	  isolation	  and	  the	  characters’	  isolation	   from	   each	   other.	   Hitchcock’s	   above-­‐mentioned	   quote	   referring	   to	   the	  house	  as	  one	  of	  three	  characters	  in	  the	  film	  leads	  to	  the	  question,	  are	  there	  only	  three	  key	  characters	  in	  the	  film?	  The	  simple	  answer	  is	  “no.”	  There	  are	  five:	  “I”90	  (Joan	   Fontaine),	   the	   creator	   of	   the	   previously	   referred	   to	   dream;	   Rebecca,	   a	  symbol	   shifting	  effortlessly	  between	   the	   Id,	   Superego	  and	  Real;	  Manderley,	   the	  Superego	   constructed	   to	   exemplify	   duty;	   Mrs.	   Danvers	   (Judith	   Anderson),	   the	  male	   Superego,	   and	   Maxim	   (Laurence	   Olivier),	   the	   female	   Superego.	   The	  interaction	  of	  “I”	  and	  the	  other	  four	  characters	  will	  now	  be	  discussed.	  	  	  Manderley	   is	   certainly	   a	   clear	   representation	   of	   the	   Superego,	   since	   it	   is	   the	  construct	  within	  which	  orders	  are	  given.	  Freud	  states	  in	  The	  Ego	  and	  the	  Id	  that:	  The	  super-­‐ego	  is,	  however,	  not	  merely	  a	  deposit	  left	  by	  the	  earliest	  object-­‐choices	  of	  the	  id;	  it	  also	  represents	  an	  energetic	  reaction-­‐formation	  against	  these	  choices.	  Its	  relation	  is	  not	  exhausted	  by	  the	  precept,	  “You	  ought	  to	  be	  such	  and	  such	  (like	  your	  father).”	  It	   also	   comprises	   the	   prohibition,	   “You	   must	   not	   be	   such	   and	   such	   (like	  your	  father);	   that	   is,	  you	  may	  not	  do	  all	   that	  he	  does;	  many	  things	  are	  his	  prerogative.”	  (Freud,	  2010:	  39).	  On	  her	  first	  morning	  at	  Manderley,	  “I”	  is	  instructed	  in	  her	  duties	  by	  her	  husband,	  Frith	  (Edward	  Fielding)	  and	  Mrs.	  Danvers.	  These	  duties	  involve	  moving	  between	  certain	  rooms	  in	  Manderley	  at	  specific	  times	  of	  the	  day	  so	  that	  the	  order	  of	  the	  Other	   is	   maintained.	   Thus,	   letters	   are	   written	   in	   the	   morning	   room	   after	  breakfast	  and	  the	  fire	  is	  lit	  in	  the	  library	  after	  lunch	  and	  orders	  are	  dispatched	  to	  the	   unseen	   gardener	   of	   a	   garden	   that	   is	   never	   shown.	   “I”	   complies	  with	   these	  demands	  of	  the	  Superego,	  not	  through	  an	  understanding	  of	  them	  but	  because	  her	  Subject	  is	  overpowered	  by	  them.	  Freud	  later	  notes:	  
                                                           
90 This thesis will be using the form of address, “I” to refer to her as a character in Rebecca. This is 
done for three reasons. In the screenplay, after originally using the name Daphne, which Selznick 
disapproved of, for obvious reasons given the name of the author of the source material, the name “I” 
was used. Secondly, and related to the concerns of this thesis, the name “I” clearly positions the 
character as the psychoanalytic concept of the Ego. Finally, the opening voiceover includes nine first 
person subject pronouns and five uses of the first person object pronoun suggesting that the film is 
concerned with the construction of the ego of one individual. 	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We	  see	  this	  same	  ego	  as	  a	  poor	  creature	  owing	  service	  to	  three	  masters	  and	  consequently	  menaced	  by	  three	  dangers:	  from	  the	  external	  world,	  from	  the	  libido	  of	  the	  id,	  and	  from	  the	  severity	  of	  the	  super-­‐ego	  (ibid:	  81).	  This	   description	   precisely	   describes	   “I”	   in	   Rebecca	   with,	   as	   will	   be	   seen,	   the	  Superego	  and	  Id	  being	  externalised	  in	  this	  dream	  world.	  	  Nonetheless,	  Freud’s	  description	  of	   the	  Superego,	  while	   referring	   to	   the	   father,	  can	  also	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  description	  of	  Rebecca	  herself,	  who	  is	  a	  shifting	  signifier.	  “I”	  is	  perpetually	  reminded	  in	  what	  ways	  she	  is	  not	  like	  her	  and	  in	  what	  ways	  she	  ought	  to	  be	  like	  her.	  Thus,	  Rebecca	  is	  also	  a	  mother	  figure	  to	  “I”	  and,	  because	  she	  is	  an	  absent	  mother,	   is	  as	   terrifying	  as	   the	  absent	  mother	   in	  Psycho,	   since	  both	  the	  viewer	  and	  “I”	  imagine	  her	  to	  be	  everything	  “I”	  is	  not,	  in	  terms	  of	  compliance	  with	  the	  demands	  of	  the	  Superego.	  	  	  It	   is	  only	  when	  Maxim	  reveals	   the	   true	  nature	  of	  her	  character	   that	  we	  and	   “I”	  realise	  that	  she	  truly	  is	  everything	  “I”	  is	  not.	  In	  fact,	  what	  Rebecca	  is	  shown	  to	  be	  is	   a	   symbolic	   depiction	   of	   a	   rampant	   Id.	   An	   Id	   that	   is	   concerned	   only	   with	  servicing	   its	   own	   pleasures,	   which	   are	   so	   heinous	   that	   Maxim	   “will	   never	   tell	  another	  living	  soul”	  what	  they	  are.	  	  The	   fact	   that	   Maxim	   will	   never	   tell	   another	   living	   soul,	   thus	   refusing	   to	   give	  Rebecca	  Symbolic	  representation	  beyond	  her	  name,	  also	  allows	  her	   to	  slip	   into	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  Real.	  Samuels	  suggests	  that:	  Lacan	  argues	  that	  we	  negate	  the	  Real	  by	  representing	  it	  and	  that	  this	  act	  of	  Symbolic	  destruction	  or	  murder	  is	  at	  the	  root	  of	  all	  our	  unconscious	  guilt.	  In	  Hitchcock’s	  films,	  we	  find	  a	  clear	  illustration	  of	  this	  connection	  between	  our	  acts	  and	  our	  killing	  off	  of	  the	  Real	  (Samuels,	  1998:	  1).	  Thus	   “I”,	  who	  herself	   contains	  elements	  of	   the	  Real,	   since	   she	  has	  no	  Symbolic	  name	   from	   the	   Other,	   reacts	   to	   Rebecca	   as	   if	   she	   was	   a	   physical	   presence,	  receiving	   diverse	   opinions	   about	   her	   to	   build	   up	   a	  mental	   construction	   of	   the	  person	   who	   is	   not	   there.	   The	   audience	   does	   the	   same,	   but	   each	   and	   every	  construction	   will	   be	   completely	   different.	   Thus	   the	   Real	   of	   Rebecca	   escapes	  capture.	  Or	  as	  Žižek	  puts	   it	   in	  his	  book	  Event:	  Philosophy	   in	  Transit	  (2014),	   “As	  
	   197 
such,	  the	  Real	  can	  only	  be	  discerned	  in	  its	  traces,	  effects	  or	  aftershocks”	  (Žižek,	  2014:	  120).	  It	   is,	   therefore,	  with	  the	  ruins	  of	  Manderley	  that	  we	  are	  confronted	  with	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film	   that	   we	   experience	   the	   traces,	   effects	   and	  aftershocks	   of	   the	   Symbolic	   remains	   of	   the	   Real	   Rebecca	   represents.	  Furthermore,	   the	   isolated	   setting	   of	   Manderley,	   when	   considered	   with	   “I”’s	  voiceover	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film,	   can	   be	   said	   to	   be	   a	   symbolic	  representation	  of	  the	  isolation	  of	  the	  unconscious	  from	  the	  Symbolic	  world.	  	  	  
8.4	  The	  Birds:	  “Are	  you	  coming	  to	  my	  party	  tomorrow?”	  The	  trope	  of	  the	  isolated	  setting	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  in	  both	  The	  Birds	  and	  Psycho.	  As	  referred	  to	  above,	  Žižek	  has	  noted	  the	  technique	  Hitchcock	  uses	  to	  film	  Melanie’s	  first	  approach	  to	  the	  Brenner	  house,	  but	  it	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  house	  is	  isolated,	  twice	  removed.	  Firstly,	  it	  is	  part	  of	  the	  small	  community	  of	  Bodego	  Bay	  sixty	  miles	   from	  San	  Francisco	   and	   secondly,	   it	   is	   isolated	   from	   the	   rest	   of	   the	  community	  on	  the	  outskirts	  of	  the	  town.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  private	  space	  of	  the	  house	   is	   isolated	   from	  the	  public	   space	  of	  Bodego	  Bay	  and,	  by	   implication,	  San	  Francisco.	   As	   in	   Under	   Capricorn,	   Rebecca	   and	   Psycho,	   this	   isolation	   should,	  therefore,	  make	  us	   focus	  on	   the	  house	  as	  a	  symbolic	  element.	  Thus,	  as	  Melanie	  approaches	   the	   house	   and	   the	   house	   gazes	   back	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   standard	  shot/reverse	  shot	  of	  a	  character	  approaching	  a	  building,	  the	  house	  is	  questioning	  the	   appropriateness	   of	   Melanie’s	   gift	   to	   Cathy.	   The	   house	   stands	   as	   a	   silent	  witness	   to	  Melanie’s	   transgression	   and	   is	   the	   setting	   for	   four	   of	   the	   eight	   bird	  attacks	  in	  the	  film.	  More	  importantly,	  though,	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  lovebirds	  are	  a	  gift	  to	  Cathy,	  who	  is	  present	  at	  six	  of	  the	  attacks.	  	  It	  is	  my	  belief	  that	  it	  is	  Cathy,	  and	  not	  Melanie,	  who	  is	  the	  main	  focus	  of	  the	  film.	  This	   is	   first	   indicated	  when	  Melanie	  tears	  up	  the	   letter	   to	  Mitch	  and	  replaces	   it	  with	  one	   for	  Cathy	  as	   she	   leaves	   the	   lovebirds	   in	  Mitch’s	  house.91	  This	   gesture	  can	  also	  be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  eradication	  or	  removal	  of	  a	  sign	  to	  be	  replaced	  by	  a	  more	  central	  concern.	  Indeed,	  the	  standard	  heterosexual	  couple	  will	  be	  created,	  as	  is	  suggested	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film	  which,	  despite	  its	  supposed	  lack	  of	  closure,	  
                                                           91	  There	  is	  a	  precedent	  announcing	  the	  dangers	  of	  pairs	  of	  birds	  entering	  the	  family	  home	  and	  that	  is	  in	  Sabotage.	  This	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  12.3.	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has	  undertones	  of	  classic	  Hollywood	  endings	  within	  it:	  Mitch	  is	  driving	  the	  family	  into	  the	  dawn	  of	  a	  new	  day,	  having	  saved	  them	  from	  danger,	  with	  the	  rising	  sun	  filtering	  through	  the	  clouds.	  	  	  Even	  so,	   in	   this	  ending,	   there	   is	   also	   confirmation	   that	  Cathy	   is	   the	   film’s	  main	  focus.	  She	  occupies	   the	   front	  seat,	  which	   is	  normally	   the	  heroine’s	  seat,	  next	   to	  Mitch	   and,	   most	   importantly,	   has	   possession	   of	   the	   lovebirds.	   They	   are	   also	  occupying	  the	  same	  seat	  they	  were	  placed	  on	  during	  their	  drive	  to	  Bodego	  Bay	  with	   Melanie.	   Melanie	   has	   been	   tamed	   and	   sits	   in	   the	   back	   seat	   with	   her	  “mother”,	  whilst	  Cathy	  sits	   in	   the	   front	   in	  her	  pre-­‐pubescent	  state	  preparing	   to	  enter	  the	  world.	  	  The	   lovebirds	   seem	   to	   serve	  no	   fixed	  purpose	  other	   than	  being	   lovebirds	  but	   I	  contend	   they	   are	   symbolically	   connected	   to	   the	   chaos	   of	   the	   Real	   of	   the	   bird	  attacks.	  It	  is	  as	  if	  the	  house	  is	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  the	  mother	  affronted	  by	   the	   gift	   of	   the	   lovebirds	   being	   left	   there.	   It	   should	   also	   be	   taken	   into	  consideration	   that	   two	   of	   the	   attacks	   on	   the	   Brenner	   home	   are	   seemingly	  instigated	   by	   the	   lovebirds’	   tweets.	   This,	   rather	   strangely,	   gives	   the	   film	   a	   21st	  century	  interpretation,	  with	  the	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “tweet”.	  The	  tweeting	  lovebirds	  act	  as	  the	  instigators	  of	  the	  flash	  mob	  of	  the	  apparently	  pointless	  acts	  of	  violence.	  	  The	  film	  suggests	  that	  these	  attacks	  are	  connected	  to	  the	  premise	  of	  Mitch	  asking	  for	   lovebirds	   in	   the	   pet	   shop	   and	   Melanie	   taking	   them	   to	   the	   Brenner	   home.	  Nevertheless,	   there	   is	   an	   event	   which	   precedes	   this	   and	   that	   is	   Cathy	   asking	  Mitch	   for	   lovebirds	   for	  her	  birthday.	  Consequently,	   it	   is	  Cathy	  and	  not	  Melanie	  who	  is	  the	  person	  that	  initiates	  the	  series	  of	  events	  in	  the	  film	  through	  her	  initial	  request.	  Thus,	  the	  lovebirds	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  an	  expression	  of	  Cathy’s	  desire.	  As	  Bailly	  points	  out:	  Because	  it	  is	  only	  in	  language	  that	  the	  demand	  can	  be	  made,	  it	  follows	  that	  the	   Other	   will	   define	   the	   parameters	   of	   the	   Subject’s	   demand:	   the	  articulation	  of	  need	  must	  pass	  through	  the	  narrow	  gateway	  of	  language	  and	  what	  cannot	  squeeze	  through	  and	   is	   left	  behind	  constitutes	  desire	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  111).	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It	   is	   precisely	  because	   the	   lovebirds	   signify	  no	   fixed	   concept	   in	   the	   characters’	  understanding	   of	   them	   that	   they	   are	   the	   perfect	   expression	   of	   an	   eleven-­‐year-­‐old’s92	  understanding	  of	  Lacanian	  desire,	  as	  well	  as	  her	  limited	  understanding	  of	  the	  Other,	  which	  she	  labels	  oxymoronically	  as	  “that	  democracy	  jazz”	  thus	  linking	  the	  free	  form	  of	  Jazz	  with	  the	  rigid	  structure	  of	  democracy	  alluding	  to	  her	  lack	  of	  comprehension	  of	  either.	  	  	  Moreover,	   Cathy	   asks	   Melanie	   if	   the	   birds	   are	   a	   man	   and	   a	   woman,	   which	   of	  course	   nobody	   knows.	   	   What	   is	   interesting	   though	   is	   that	   she	   uses	   the	  inappropriate	  words	   “man”	  and	   “woman”	   for	  what	  might	  be	  male	  or	   female	  or	  cock	  and	  hen,	  but	  never	  man	  and	  woman.93	  In	  light	  of	  this,	  Cathy	  is,	  through	  her	  desire,	   exploring	   nascent	   concepts	   of	   her	   own	   sexuality,	  which	   at	   this	   stage	   of	  her	   life	   she,	   unlike	   Melanie	   and	   Mitch,	   has	   no	   conscious	   awareness	   of.	   Bailly	  supports	  this:	  The	   objet	   petit	   a	   begins	   to	   take	   on	   the	   meaning	   of	   the	   object	   of	   desire,	  which	  means	  not	  this	  or	  that	  specific	  object	  that	  you	  think	  you	  desire,	  but	  what	   is	   aimed	   at	   or	   sought	   after	   that	   seems	   to	   be	   contained	   within	   a	  particular	  object	  (ibid:	  129)	  (Italics	  in	  original).	  Thus,	   the	   lovebirds	   cannot	   satisfy	   Cathy’s	   desire,	   since	   she	   is	   too	   young	   to	  understand	  what	  it	  is	  that	  is	  symbolically	  contained	  within	  the	  lovebirds	  and	  by	  implication	  what	  it	  is	  she	  desires.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  after	  receiving	  the	  birds	  she	   has	   desired	   so	  much,	   she	   gives	   them	  a	   single	   cursory	   look	   throughout	   the	  rest	  of	  the	  film	  and	  in	  doing	  so	  comments	  derisively	  on	  how	  much	  noise	  they	  are	  making.	  	  	  In	  light	  of	  this,	   it	   is	  my	  contention	  that	  the	  second	  attack	  when	  the	  birds	  storm	  down	  the	  chimney	  acts	  as	  a	  metaphor	  for	  the	  sexual	  desire	  and	  intercourse	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  lovebirds.	  Using	  Freudian	  dream	  symbolism,	  the	  scene	  is	  as	  follows:	  the	  birds	  (semen)	  enter	  by	  the	  chimney	  (phallus)	  via	  the	  fireplace	  (vagina)	  in	  the	  room	  (womb).	  Lydia	  (Jessica	  Tandy),	  Melanie	  and	  Cathy,	  of	  different	  generations,	  
                                                           92	  A	  further	  point	  uniting	  Cathy	  and	  Melanie	  is	  that	  Melanie’s	  mother	  left	  the	  family	  when	  she	  was	  eleven.	  93	  Sabotage	  sets	  a	  precedent	  in	  this	  respect.	  Upon	  receiving	  the	  canaries,	  Steve,	  who	  is	  apparently	  of	  a	  similar	  age	  to	  Cathy	  asks,	  “Which	  one’s	  the	  hen?”	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are	   positioned	   so	   that	   they	   are	   together	  while	  Mitch	   tells	   them	   to	   “cover	   your	  eyes”	   as	   he	   performs	   his	   duty.	   Thus,	   he	   doesn’t	   want	   them	   to	   watch	   his	  “performance”	  which	  they	  passively	  avert	  their	  eyes	  from.	  As	  the	  act	  of	  symbolic	  intercourse	   is	   finished,	   the	   three	   females	   leave	   by	   one	   door	   and	   Mitch	   by	  another,	   and	   so	   the	   coupling	   is	   broken.	   Melanie,	   who	   instigated	   the	   exit,	   has	  ended	  Mitch’s	  dance	  of	  protection	  and	  fertility.	  Freud’s	  interpretation	  of	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  his	  analysis	  of	  good	  luck	  symbols:	  …the	  chimney	  sweep,	  who	  carries	   the	   ladder	  appears	   in	   this	   company	  on	  account	   of	   his	   activities,	   with	   which	   sexual	   intercourse	   is	   vulgarly	  compared	  (Freud,	  1997:	  198).	  This	   extended	   metaphor,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   is	   an	   avian	   depiction	   of	   rape.	   	   If	  considered	  as	  such,	  it	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  as	  the	  birds	  telling	  Cathy	  and	  the	  adults,	  who	  should	  know	  better,	  that	  the	  lovebirds	  are	  not	  a	  suitable	  gift	  for	  a	  girl	  who	  confuses	  men	  and	  women	  with	  lovebirds.	  	  The	  notion	  that	  Cathy	   is	   the	   film’s	  main	  concern	   is	  compounded	   if	  we	  consider	  other	  elements	  in	  the	  film	  that	  affect	  Cathy	  and,	  as	  secondary	  characters,	  Melanie	  and	   Annie.	   It	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   the	   first	   person	   attacked	   after	   Melanie	   is	  Cathy,	   as	   she	   is	   playing	   Blind	   Man’s	   Bluff	   at	   her	   birthday	   party,	   in	   a	   manner	  similar	   to	   the	   first	   attack	   on	  Melanie	  with	   a	   gull	   swooping	   down	   on	   the	   girl’s	  head.	  The	  attack	  on	  Melanie	  is,	  as	  such,	  a	  rebuke	  for	  her	  leaving	  the	  lovebirds	  for	  Cathy	  in	  a	  case	  of	  pecking,	  but	  not	  shooting,	  the	  messenger.	  In	  addition,	  at	  some	  time	   during	   the	   attack,	   Cathy	   positions	   the	   blindfold	   on	   her	   head	   in	   a	   gesture	  which	  foreshadows	  the	  bandage	  around	  Melanie’s	  head	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film.	  	  The	  symbolic	  blinding	  the	  game	  entails	  is	  also	  significant,	  since	  it	  is	  the	  first	  in	  a	  series	  of	  acts	   that	  refer	   to	  an	   inability	   to	  see.	  The	  next	  one	   is	   the	   famous	  triple	  take	  of	  Dan	  Fawcett’s	  hollowed	  eye	  sockets.	  This	  is	  said	  to	  refer	  to	  the	  Oedipus	  complex.	   Annie	   (Suzanne	   Plechette)	   has	   established	   in	   relation	   to	   Lydia	   and	  Mitch,	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  script,	  that	  “with	  all	  due	  respect	  to	  Oedipus,	  I	  don’t	  think	  that	  was	  the	  case.”	  Thus,	  by	  having	  Dan	  Fawcett	  killed	  and	  leaving	  him	  with	  the	  apparent	   Oedipal	   eye	   sockets,	   Hitchcock	   is	   stating,	   in	   his	   own	   terms,	   that	   this	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film	  is	  not	  Oedipal	   in	  nature,	  since	  the	  character	  has	  been	  killed	  and	  not	   left	   to	  roam	  the	  land	  a	  madman.	  	  	  Additionally,	   this	   is	   the	   only	   scene	   which	   does	   not	   feature	   Melanie.	   I	   would	  contend	  that	  Hitchcock	  did	  this	  precisely	  to	  eradicate	  the	  Oedipus	  complex	  as	  a	  possible	  interpretation.	  By	  having	  Lydia,	  the	  mother	  figure,	  discover	  the	  eyeless,	  and,	   more	   importantly,	   lifeless,	   Dan,	   who	   is	   of	   an	   age	   to	   be	   her	   husband,	  Hitchcock	   is	  attempting,	  perhaps	  consciously	  but	  unsuccessfully,	   to	  remove	  the	  Oedipus	  complex	  as	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  events	  of	  the	  film	  and	  Melanie’s	  and	  Cathy’s	  involvement	  in	  this	  complex.	  	  	  The	  next	  reference	  to	  a	  failure	  to	  see	  is	  during	  the	  jungle	  gym	  attack,	  when	  the	  little	   girl	   running	   down	   the	   hill	   trips	   and	   has	   her	   glasses	   smashed.	   What	   is	  significant	  here	  is	  that	  the	  girl	  does	  not	  call	  for	  an	  adult	  but	  for	  Cathy.	  It	  is	  Cathy	  who	   turns	   back	   first	   to	   help	   her	   and	   then	   Melanie.	   This	   further	   supports	   the	  notion	   that	   Cathy	   is	   the	   film’s	   central	   concern	   and	   not	   Melanie.	   However,	   the	  motive	  for	  this	  particular	  attack	  needs	  to	  be	  explored	  in	  more	  detail.	  	  As	  Melanie	  is	  sitting	  outside	  and	  the	  birds	  begin	  to	  amass	  on	  the	  jungle	  gym,	  we	  hear	  the	  children	  sing	  the	  song	  “Risseldy	  Rosseldy”.	  Samuels	  believes	  of	  this	  song	  that:	   Once	   again	   I	   would	   argue	   that	   the	   failure	   of	   language	   to	   represent	   or	  convey	   meaning:	   the	   meaningless	   repetitive	   song	   is	   matched	   with	   the	  growing	  presence	  of	  the	  birds	  (Samuels,	  1998:	  128).	  Samuels	  is	  correct	  to	  state	  that	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  birds	  increases	  as	  the	  song	  is	  sung.	  	  However,	  its	  apparent	  meaninglessness	  is	  essential	  in	  attracting	  the	  birds’	  ire.	  The	  school	  should	  be	  the	  place	  where	  young	  children	  learn	  the	  spoken	  and	  unspoken	  rules	  not	  just	  of	  social	  interaction	  but	  also	  interaction	  with	  the	  Other,	  both	  the	  individual	  and	  society.	  In	  “”Oh,	  I	  See….”:	  The	  Birds	  and	  the	  Culmination	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  Hyper-­‐Romantic	  Vision”	  (2005)	  John	  P.	  McCambe	  says	  of	  the	  same	  scene:	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No	  viewer	  of	  the	  film	  can	  ever	  really	  explain	  why	  the	  birds	  seem	  to	  direct	  so	  much	  of	   their	   rage	   against	   children,	   unless	  we	   correctly	   view	   them	  as	  products	  of	  the	  limits	  of	  their	  education	  (Deutelbaum	  et	  al,	  2009:	  273).	  Where	   comprehensible,	   the	   “Risseldy	   Rosseldy”	   lyrics94	   openly	   flaunt	   the	  unwritten	  rules	  of	  the	  Other	  through	  absurdity.	  	  In	  “The	  Queer	  Voice	  in	  Marnie”	  (1993)	   Lucretia	   Knapp	   indicates,	   of	   the	   same	   film,	   that,	   “Like	   other	   Hitchcock	  films,	   such	   as	  Rear	  Window,	   The	   Lady	   Vanishes,	   and	  Shadow	  of	   a	  Doubt,	   subtle	  songs	  contain	  significant	  clues”	  (ibid,	  2009:	  295).	  These	  significant	  clues	  equally	  apply	   to	  The	  Birds.	   In	   this	   scene,	   the	   crows’	   steady	  build-­‐up	  on	   the	   jungle	  gym	  make	  them	  representatives	  of	  the	  Superego	  and	  their	  attack	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  punishment	  for	  Annie,	  as	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  Other,	  not	  taking	  her	  duty	  of	   educating	   the	   children,	   and	   Cathy	   in	   particular,	   seriously	   enough.	   Annie’s	  death	  substantiates	  this	  claim.	  That	  she	  is	  the	  only	  person,	  apart	  from	  Dan,	  who	  is	  killed	  as	  a	  result	  of	  bird	  attacks95	  in	  the	  film	  seems	  to	  indicate	  that	  she	  needs	  to	  be	  removed	  to	  pave	  the	  way	  for	  Melanie	  and	  Mitch	  to	  establish	  themselves	  as	  a	  couple.	  	  	  Despite	   that,	   her	  death	   is	   a	  direct	   result	  not	  of	   this,	   but	  of	  her	  need	   to	  protect	  Cathy	  as	  they	  stepped	  outside	  of	  Annie’s	  house	  to	  look	  at	  the	  explosion.	  It	  would	  seem	  that	  the	  birds’	  ire,	  when	  not	  able	  to	  attack	  the	  primary	  target,	  is	  directed	  to	  a	   secondary	   target	   who	   also	   happened	   to	   be,	   in	   her	   capacity	   as	   a	   teacher,	   an	  underperforming	  representative	  of	  the	  Other.	  	  Furthermore,	   since	   it	   is	  my	   contention	   that	  Cathy	   is	   the	   central	   interest	   of	   the	  film,	   the	   attack	   on	   the	   gas	   station	   and	   the	   centre	   of	   Bodego	   Bay	   acts	   as	   a	  diversion.	  Cathy	  and	  Annie	  leave	  the	  apparent	  safety	  of	  Annie’s	  house	  to	  look	  at	  the	  explosion.	  This	  would	  seem	  to	  indicate	  that	  the	  attack	  in	  the	  centre	  of	  Bodego	  Bay	  has	  drawn	  fire,	  so	  as	  to	  entice	  the	  primary	  target	  out	  into	  the	  open.	  	  	  Annie’s	  death	  stare	   is	  also	   the	  penultimate	  reference	   to	  non-­‐seeing	  eyes.	  Mitch	  carefully	  blocks	  any	  view	  of	  her	  open	  dead	  eye	  with	  his	  outstretched	  hand	  both	  
                                                           94	  See	  appendix	  two.	  95	  The	  man	  at	  the	  petrol	  station	  who	  is	  set	  alight	  is	  actually	  killed	  by	  being	  distracted	  by	  the	  people	  in	  the	  diner	  shouting	  at	  him	  not	  to	  light	  the	  match	  and	  thus	  drops	  the	  lighted	  match.	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from	  Melanie	  and	   the	  audience,	  but	  Hitchcock	  avoids	   the	  clichéd	  closing	  of	   the	  eyes	   seen	   in	   many	   classic	   Hollywood	   films.	   Nevertheless,	   this	   unclosed	   eye	   is	  linked	  directly	  to	  the	  last	  unclosed	  eye.	  This	  takes	  place	  after	  Melanie	  has	  been	  attacked	  in	  what,	  I	  believe,	  is	  Cathy’s	  bedroom.	  This	  notion	  is	  supported	  because	  as	  Melanie	  enters	  the	  room	  a	  child’s	  drawing	  is	  clearly	  displayed	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  door	  as	  we	  look	  at	  it.	  Psychoanalytically,	  this	  could	  be	  said	  to	  refer	  to	  a	  childhood	  trauma	  that	  Melanie	  is	  regressing	  to.	  Perhaps	  it	  is	  the	  time	  when	  her	  mother	  left	  the	  family	  home	  when	  she	  was	  at	  the	  same	  age	  Cathy	  is	  in	  the	  film.	  Yet	  I	  think	  the	  drawing	  should	  be	  read	  far	  more	  literally	  as	  an	  element	  of	  decoration	  in	  Cathy’s	  room	  and	  once	  again	  the	  birds	  are	  attacking	  the	  secondary	  target	  rather	  than	  the	  primary	  one.	  	  	  Melanie’s	  inability	  to	  blink	  after	  this	  attack	  mirrors	  Annie’s	  deadeye	  stare.	  What	  it	   should	   also	   do,	   though,	   is	   remind	   the	   viewer	   of	   Janet	   Leigh’s	   death	   stare	   in	  
Psycho.	  	  This,	  in	  itself,	  draws	  attention	  to	  the	  similarities	  between	  the	  two	  attacks	  and	   how	   they	   were	   filmed.	   The	   rapid	   cutting,	   in	   both	   sequences,	   acts	   as	   a	  metaphor	  for	  the	  frenzy	  of	  the	  attacks,	  with	  a	  knife	  being	  replaced	  by	  beaks.	  Both	  are	  also	  metaphorical	  depictions	  of	  rape,	  as	  a	  body	   is	  violated	  by	  an	  undesired	  sharp	  external	  element.	  	  	  Thus,	   Melanie’s	   muteness	   and	   blank	   stare	   are	   not	   only	   indicative	   of	   her	   own	  psychological	  death,	  but	  also	  refer	  back	  to	  her	  inability	  to	  satisfy	  her	  own	  desire.	  It	   should	   be	   remembered	   that	   she	   initially	   enters	   the	   pet	   store	   to	   collect	   a	  wordless	  male	  mynah	  bird	   that	   she	  will	   teach	  selected	  words.	  That	   she	   should	  end	  the	  film	  wordless	  is	  ironic	  to	  say	  the	  least.	  Moreover,	  and	  more	  importantly,	  her	   wordless	   state	   suggests	   that	   her	   voice	   was	   not	   the	   one	   that	   the	   film	   was	  interested	  in.	  It	  is	  Cathy,	  with	  her	  “Can	  I	  bring	  the	  lovebirds?”,	  a	  request	  denied	  by	  Lydia	  earlier	  but	  acceded	  to	  by	  Mitch,	  who	  seems	  the	  true	  focus	  of	  the	  film.	  	  There	   is	   one	   final	  point	   that	   leads	  me	   to	   consider	  Cathy	   as	   the	   film’s	  principal	  concern.	  Freud	  notes:	  Now	  there	  is	  an	  island	  in	  the	  Atlantic	  called	  “Madeira”.	  This	  was	  the	  name	  given	  by	  the	  Portuguese,	  because	  at	  that	  time	  it	  was	  covered	  all	  over	  with	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woods.	  For	   in	   the	  Portuguese	   language	   “madeira”	  means	   “wood”	  You	  will	  notice	   that	   “madeira”	   is	   only	   a	   slightly	   modified	   form	   of	   the	   Latin	   word	  “material”,	  which	  once	  more	  means	  “material”	   in	  general.	  But	  “materia”	   is	  derived	  from	  “mater”,	  “mother”:	  the	  material	  out	  of	  which	  anything	  is	  made	  is,	   as	   it	   were,	   a	   mother	   to	   it.	   This	   ancient	   view	   of	   the	   thing	   survives,	  therefore,	   in	   the	   symbolic	   use	   of	  wood	   for	   “woman”	   or	   “mother.”	   (Freud,	  1997:	  194).	  While	  the	   link	  between	  wood	  and	  mother	   is	   intricately	  drawn	  out,	   it	  does	  have	  relevance	  as	  far	  as	  the	  penultimate	  attack	  on	  the	  house	  is	  concerned.	  Hitchcock	  is	  keen	  to	  display	  just	  how	  much	  wood	  in	  involved	  not	  just	  in	  Mitch’s	  shoring	  up	  of	  the	   house,	   but	   also	   in	   the	   construction	   of	   the	   house’s	   interior,	   with	   entire	  sections	  being	  made	  of	  unpainted	  wooden	  beams	  and	  pillars.	   	  Furthermore,	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  supports	  this.	  Prior	  to	  the	  penultimate	  attack,	  the	  camera	  is	  keen	  to	   indicate	   the	   separation	   between	   certain	   characters.	   In	   one	   shot	   Mitch	   and	  Lydia	   are	   seen	   seated	   to	   the	   left	   of	   screen	  with	   a	   portrait	   of	   the	   father	   above	  them	   forming	   a	   compositional	   triangle.	   Through	   the	   centre	   of	   the	   screen	   from	  top	   to	   bottom,	   there	   is	   a	  wooden	  pillar	   and	   to	   its	   right	  Melanie	   and	  Cathy	   are	  seated	  holding	  each	  other.	  This	  composition	  reinforces	   the	  separation	  between	  the	   family	   members,	   but	   also	   foregrounds	   the	   connection	   between	   Cathy	   and	  Melanie	   as	  well	   as	   being	   a	   further	   example	   of	  Hitchcock’s	   formally	   placing	   the	  “known”	  elements	  (the	  family	  structure)	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen	  and	  the	  “new”	  (Cathy’s	  nascent	  sexuality)	  to	  the	  right.	  	  Taking	  this	  and	  the	  aforementioned	  quote	  together,	  the	  birds	  attacking	  the	  house	  can	  be	  considered	  not	  just	  as	  an	  attack	  on	  Lydia’s	  parenting	  skills	  with	  regard	  to	  Cathy,	  but	  also	  an	  attack	  on	  the	  house	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  the	  mother.	  This	  once	  more	  suggests	   that	   Mitch	   and	   Melanie’s	   gift	   of	   lovebirds,	   who	   according	   to	   Mitch	  should	   neither	   be	   too	   affectionate	   nor	   too	   aloof,	   for	   an	   eleven-­‐year-­‐old	   girl	   is	  inappropriate,	  even	  if	  it	  is	  these	  birds	  that	  she	  desires.	  
	  
8.5	  Psycho:	  “We	  have	  twelve	  vacancies.	  Twelve	  cabins.	  Twelve	  vacancies.”	  The	  stuffed	  birds	  in	  Psycho	  offer	  a	  different	  type	  of	  threat.	  They	  act	  as	  indicators	  of	   the	   mother’s	   condition	   as	   she	   resides	   motionless	   up	   in	   the	   house,	   which	  
	   205 
broods	   menacingly	   and	   is	   suggestive	   of	   the	   mother’s	   character.	   Hitchcock	  describes	  it	  as	  follows:	  I	  did	  not	   set	  out	   to	   reconstruct	  an	  old-­‐fashioned	  Universal	  horror	  picture	  atmosphere.	  I	  simply	  wanted	  to	  be	  accurate	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  269).	  	  There	   are	   three	   problems	  with	   this	   statement.	   The	   first	   is	   that	   while	   there	   is	  apparently	   architecture	   like	   this	   in	   California,	   the	   family	   home,	   through	   its	  internal	   and	   external	   appearance,	   automatically	   evokes	   Gothic	   literary	   tropes.	  Moreover,	   while	   Hitchcock	   did	   not	   want	   to	   make	   “an	   old-­‐fashioned	   Universal	  horror	   picture”,	   the	   set	   was	   built	   and	   shot	   on	   the	   Universal	   back	   lot	   and	  Hitchcock	  would	  sign	  for	  Universal	  International.	  The	  final	  issue	  is	  that	  the	  house	  bears	   a	   striking	   similarity	   to	   the	   Edward	   Hopper	   painting	   “The	   House	   by	   the	  Railroad,”	  which	  somewhat	  contradicts	  Hitchcock’s	  claim	  of	  accuracy.	  	  Nevertheless,	   the	  positioning	  of	   the	  house	   in	   relation	   to	   the	  motel	   and	  both	   in	  relation	   to	   society	   again	   reveals	   Hitchcock’s	   willingness	   to	   explore	   isolation.	  Indeed,	   it	   could	   be	   suggested	   that	   it	   is	   Norman’s	   isolation	   that	   has	   led	   to	   his	  madness	  and	  it	  takes	  Marion’s	  isolation	  from	  society	  to	  realise	  that	  she	  wants	  the	  order	  of	  the	  Other	  rather	  than	  the	  chaos	  of	  the	  Real.	  	  Furthermore,	   the	   Bates	   family	   home	   is	   the	   metaphoric	   embodiment	   of	   the	  mother	  and	  is,	  in	  fact,	  a	  talking	  metaphor.	  As	  he	  shows	  Marion	  her	  room,	  Norman	  conveniently	  opens	  the	  window,	  thus	  enabling	  Marion	  to	  later	  hear	  the	  mother’s	  chiding	   of	   Norman.	   In	   fact,	   Marion	   overhearing	   Mother	   and	   Norman	   is	  ontological,	   since	   the	  distance	   involved	  between	  the	   two	  buildings	  and	  the	  one	  closed	  window	  of	  the	  house	  is	  too	  great	  for	  her	  truly	  to	  have	  overheard	  anything.	  However,	   this	   cinematic	   sleight	   of	   hand	   allows	   both	  Marion	   and	   the	   viewer	   to	  create	   an	   image	  of	   the	  mother	   and	   it	   is	   an	   image	   that	   resembles	   the	  house.	   In	  other	   words,	   Mother	   is	   the	   House	   and	   the	   House	   is	   Mother.	   This	   of	   course	  conforms	  to	  Freudian	  dream	  symbolism,	  as	  referred	  to	  in	  Chapter	  4.7.	  	  Another	   interesting	   aspect	   of	   the	   layout	   of	   the	   Bates’	   home	   and	   motel	   is	   the	  stairway	   that	   separates	   them.	   If	   we	   consider	   the	   house	   as	   being	   Norman’s	  psychic	  structure,	  since	  it	  is	  here	  that	  Norman	  “thinks”	  as	  mother,	  then	  the	  Motel	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is	  Norman’s	  physical	  structure	  or	  Ego.	  It	  is	  here	  that	  he	  interacts	  with	  the	  world.	  This	   makes	   the	   stairway	   that	   separates	   the	   two	   as	   a	   type	   of	   nervous	   system,	  which	   Norman	  must	   travel	   along	   from	   the	   house	   to	   the	  motel	   to	   perform	   his	  Symbolic	  duties.	  	  	  It	   is	   also	   of	   note	   that	   the	   house	   is	   entered	   on	   two	   occasions	   by	   outsiders:	  Arbogast	  (Martin	  Balsam)	  and	  Lila	  (Vera	  Miles)	  and	  Sam	  (John	  Gavin).	  Arbogast	  takes	   the	   stairway	   to	   the	   house	   and	   is	   filmed	   with	   Hitchcock’s	   techniques	  discussed	  above	  and	  further	  discussed	  below,	  of	  alternating	  between	  Arbogast’s	  point	   of	   view	   and	   the	   house’s	   perspective	   of	   Arbogast	   approaching.	   With	   the	  notion	   that	   the	   house	   is	   Norman’s	   psyche,	   then	   the	   house	   gazing	   on	   Arbogast	  takes	  on	  a	  far	  more	  sinister	  hue	  and	  Arbogast	  is	  doomed	  as	  he	  takes	  his	  first	  step	  on	   the	   stairway	   leading	   to	   the	   house.	   The	   house’s	   psyche,	   in	   other	   words,	  mother,	  can	  “see”	  Arbogast	  approaching	  and	  knows	  how	  to	  respond.	  	  Lila,	   though,	  does	  not	   take	   the	  path	  up	   to	   the	  house.	  She	  cuts	  across	   the	  rough	  terrain	   and	   sneaks	   in,	   admittedly	   not	   through	   the	   back	   door,	   but	   sneaking	   in	  nonetheless.	   She	   has	   thus	   unknowingly	   outwitted	   the	   house’s	   psyche	   and	   can	  explore	   its	   idiosyncrasies	   unimpeded,	   in	   particular	   Norman	   and	   Mother’s	  bedrooms,	  discussed	  in	  Chapters	  9.3	  and	  11.5	  respectively.	  	  
8.6	  Closing	  Comments	  The	  typical	  Hitchcock	  house,	  when	  it	  represents	  a	  character,	  stands	  aloof	  and	  is	  of	   a	   singular	   design	   which	   alludes	   to	   and	   could	   be	   said	   to	   symbolise	   the	  complexities	  and	  idiosyncrasies	  of	  the	  people	  living	  within.	  Paradoxically,	  in	  the	  one	  film	  where	  the	  house,	  or	  rather	  apartment	  block,	  is	  filmed	  exclusively	  from	  the	   outside,	   Rear	  Window,	   the	   effect	   is	   the	   opposite.	  What	   is	   depicted	   is	   how	  similar	  the	  lives	  of	  the	  inhabitants	  are;	  lives	  which	  Henry	  David	  Thoreau	  would	  perhaps	  describe	  as	  “lives	  of	  quiet	  desperation.”	  
	  If	   these	   houses	   can	   be	   described	   as	   characters,	   then	   how	   the	   protagonists	  manage	   and	   move	   within	   the	   space	   of	   these	   houses	   also	   takes	   on	   a	   greater	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significance.	   Consequently,	   the	   most	   frequent	   way	   of	   moving	   between	   the	  horizontal	  planes	  in	  a	  house,	  the	  staircase,	  should	  be	  examined.	  	  Indeed,	   staircases	   in	   the	   Hitchcock	   universe	   frequently	   are	   more	   than	   just	   a	  method	  of	  getting	  from	  A	  to	  B;	  it	  would	  be	  fair	  to	  say	  that	  a	  staircase	  scene	  is	  one	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  calling	  cards.	  They	  take	  on	  a	  symbolic	  resonance	  through	  the	  way	  they	   are	   filmed	   and	   how	   a	   character	   moves	   on	   them.	   These	   aspects	   will	   be	  discussed	  next.	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9.	  THE	  STAIRCASE	  
9.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  Staircases	   often	   feature	   in	   Alfred	   Hitchcock’s	   films.	   Indeed,	   his	   first	   film	   The	  
Pleasure	  Garden	   and	  his	   last	   film,	  Family	  Plot,	  open	  and	  close	  respectively	  with	  shots	   of	   characters	   on	   staircases.	   Michael	  Walker	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   Motifs	   (2005)	  notes	  of	  the	  use	  of	  staircases	  in	  general	  that:	  Apart	  from	  its	  potential	  for	  entrances,	  exits	  and	  visual	  staging	  generally,	  a	  staircase…	   …also	   provides	   a	   ready-­‐made	   setting	   for	   confrontations	   in	  which	  the	  positioning	  of	  the	  characters	  has	  symbolic	  significance	  (Walker,	  2005:	  351).	  What	  is	  significant	   in	  Hitchcock’s	  treatment	  of	  staircases	  is	  that,	   formalistically,	  he	   treats	   them	   in	   a	   relatively	   uniform	   fashion.	  What	   can	   be	   called	   the	   “grand	  staircases”	   as	   seen	   in	   The	   Paradine	   Case,	   Notorious,	   Marnie,	   Under	   Capricorn,	  
Suspicion	  and	  Rebecca	  are	  all	  filmed,	  when	  on	  the	  ground	  floor,	  with	  the	  staircase	  to	  the	  right	  of	  the	  frame,	  spiralling	  anticlockwise	  upwards,	  and	  when	  filmed	  from	  the	  upstairs	  looking	  down	  on	  the	  entrance	  hall	  with	  the	  staircase	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  frame	  and	  logically	  spiralling	  clockwise	  downwards.	  Furthermore,	  the	  pattern	  is	  maintained	   through	   the	   less	   grand	   family	   homes	   of	   The	   Lodger,	   Shadow	   of	   a	  
Doubt,	  Psycho,	  The	  Birds	  and	  Blackmail.	  	  	  Such	   a	   consistent	   approach	   to	   an	   architectural	   element,	   while	   formalistic,	   can	  also	   be	   considered	   symbolically.	   It	   has	   been	   suggested	   in	   Chapter	   1.6	   that	  Hitchcock	  uses	  movement	  from	  right	  to	  left	  of	  the	  screen	  to	  introduce	  threat	  and	  movement	   from	   left	   to	   right	   to	   introduce	   stability.	   As	   far	   as	   staircases	   are	  concerned,	   in	  all	   the	  examples	  referred	   to	  above,	   the	  staircase	   is	   introduced	   to	  the	  audience,	  via	   the	  protagonist,	   from	  the	  ground	   floor.	  This,	   therefore,	  places	  the	  staircase	  to	  the	  right	  of	  the	  image,	  suggesting,	  from	  the	  protagonist’s	  point	  of	  view	  that	  what	  is	  upstairs	  is	  new	  and	  threatening.	  
	  
9.2	  Marnie:	  “Why	  don’t	  you	  love	  me,	  Mama?”	  Yet	  there	  is	  an	  example	  of	  a	  Hitchcock	  film	  where	  the	  staircase	  is	  shown	  on	  the	  left	   of	   the	   screen,	   which	   might	   be	   said	   to	   serve	   a	   different	   yet	   significant	  symbolic	  purpose.	  This	  is	  in	  Marnie’s	  family	  home,	  if	  it	  can	  be	  described	  as	  such,	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in	  which	  she	  recalls	  the	  original	  trauma	  slumped	  at	  foot	  of	  the	  stairs,	  which	  rise	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  living	  room.	  This,	  I	  propose,	  is	  done	  for	  two	  reasons.	  The	  first	  is	  that,	  since	  the	  family	  home	  is	  the	  scene	  of	  the	  original	  trauma,	  it	   is	  natural	  that	  Hitchcock	  would	  film	  the	  staircase	  to	  the	  left.	  This	  is	  because	  such	  information	  is	  already	  known	  to	  the	  character	  and	  will	  be	  placed	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen.	  	  	  The	   second	   reason	   follows	   on	   from	   the	   first.	   If	   Marnie	   is	   being	   exposed	   to	  information	   she	   has	   already	   experienced	   but	   repressed,	   then	   it	   is	   only	   natural	  that	  she	  be	  filmed	  at	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  staircase.	  As	  such,	  her	  positioning	  at	  the	  foot	  of	  the	  staircase	  acts	  metaphorically	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  the	  upward	  journey	  she	  has	  to	  make	  towards	  a	  healthier	  psyche.	  	  	  	  
9.3	  Psycho:	  “I	  will	  not	  hide	  in	  the	  fruit	  cellar.”	  It	  was	  referred	  to	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  previous	  chapter	  that	  the	  elevated	  pathway	  connecting	  the	  Bates	  Motel	  with	  the	  house	  serves	  a	  specific	  purpose	  in	  Norman’s	  psyche	   and	   relationship	   with	   the	   world.	   When	   we	   enter	   the	   house	   the	   stairs	  serve	   an	   equally	   potent	   symbolic	   purpose.	   Žižek	   comments	   on	   this	   purpose	   in	  the	  film,	  The	  Pervert’s	  Guide	  to	  Cinema:	  What	   is	   interesting	   is	   the	   very	   disposition	   of	   the	  mother’s	   house.	   Events	  took	  place	  in	  it	  at	  three	  levels.	  First	  floor,	  ground	  floor,	  basement.	  It	  is	  as	  if	  they	  reproduce	  the	  three	  levels	  of	  human	  subjectivity.	  Ground	  floor	  is	  Ego.	  Up	  there	  (said	  as	  Norman	  walks	  upstairs),	   it’s	   the	  Superego.	  And	  down	  in	  the	  cellar,	  it’s	  the	  Id.	  While	  I	  agree	  with	  Žižek’s	  analysis	  of	  the	   layout	  of	  the	  house,	  there	  are	  at	   least	  two	  points	   that	   can	  be	  developed.	  Firstly,	   immediately	  after	  Norman	  has	   spied	  on	  Marion,96	  he	  sits	  down	  in	  the	  kitchen	  of	  the	  family	  home.	  The	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  is	  dark	  apart	  from	  a	  vertical,	  central	  strip	  containing	  Norman.	  This	  would	  indicate	  that	  a	  war	   is	  being	  waged	  on	  his	  Ego	  by	   the	  oppressive	   forces	  of	  his	  Superego	  and	   Id,	   suggested	   by	   the	   two	   dark,	   apparently	  wooden97,	   vertical	   strips	   either	  side	  of	  the	  central	  strip.	  
                                                           96	  In	  Gus	  van	  Sant’s	  unnecessary	  1998	  remake,	  it	  is	  clearly	  suggested	  that	  Norman	  is	  masturbating	  when	  spying	  on	  Marion:	  a	  crass	  and	  obvious	  touch.	  97	  Thus,	  symbolically	  recalling	  Mother.	  See	  Chapter	  8.4.	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Furthermore,	   the	   house	   has	   another	   floor,	   the	   floor	   which	   includes	   Norman’s	  bedroom.	   Following	   Žižek’s	   logic,	   this	   room	   also	   has	   to	   be	   interpreted	  symbolically.	  I	  propose	  that	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  space	  prior	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  Ego	  in	  the	  mirror	  stage.	  In	  the	  room	  we	  see	  the	  (young)	  child’s	  toys,	  the	  stuffed,	  frayed	  rabbit,	  the	  unmade	  low	  bed,	  all	  of	  which	  are	  symbols	  of	  a	  young	  child98.	  It	  is	   to	   this	   primordial	   state	   that	   Norman	   retreats	   when	   the	   conflicts	   of	   the	  Superego,	  Ego	  and	  Id	  overwhelm	  him.	  	  However,	  there	  are	  two	  objects	  which	  are	  seemingly	  at	  odds	  with	  this	  analysis:	  the	   record	   of	   Beethoven’s	   “Eroica”	   seen	   on	   the	   turntable,	   with	   the	   second	  movement	  ready	  to	  be	  played,	  and	  a	  book	  without	  a	  title,	  whose	  spine	  is	  a	  mirror	  image,	  And	  yet	  these	  two	  objects	  also	  comply	  with	  the	  notion	  suggested	  above.	  If	  we	   consider	   that	   Eroica’s	   second	   movement	   is	   a	   funeral	   march,	   then	   it	   is	   a	  funeral	   march	   for	   Norman’s	   Ego	   and	   the	   book	   without	   a	   title	   and	   a	   possible	  absence	  of	  content	  suggested	  by	  Lila’s	  unmoving	  eyes	  as	  the	  unwritten	  book	  of	  Norman’s	  life;	  a	  life	  controlled	  by	  the	  once	  living	  and	  now	  dead	  Mrs.	  Bates.	  	  That	  the	  unveiling	  of	  Mrs.	  Bates’	  lifeless	  state	  takes	  place	  in	  the	  fruit	  cellar	  has	  a	  symbolic	  resonance	  beyond	  Žižek’s	  assertion	  of	  the	  space	  being	  a	  representation	  of	  Norman’s	  Id.	  During	  her	  foray	  into	  the	  Bates’	  family	  home,	  Lila	  is	  only	  seen	  at	  the	   top	  of	  any	  staircase	  she	  has	  ascended,	  until	  Norman	  approaches	   the	  house,	  after	  which	   all	   her	  descents	   of	   the	   staircases	   in	   the	  house	   are	   filmed	   from	  her	  first	  step	  on	  a	  staircase	  to	  the	  last.	  This	  emphasis	  on	  descending	  thus	  can	  be	  said	  to	  act	  as	  a	  metaphor	  for	  Norman’s	  descent	  into	  a	  catatonic	  state	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film.	  	  
9.4	  Spellbound:	  “People	  fall	  in	  love,	  as	  they	  put	  it.”	  In	   Spellbound	   the	   ascent	   and	   descent	   of	   staircases,	   as	   well	   as	   doors	   that	   are	  placed	   at	   the	   top	   of	   them,	   are	   elements	   that	   merit	   consideration	   for	   their	  symbolic	  potential.	  Doors	  are	  introduced,	  at	  a	  textual	  level,	  as	  a	  relevant	  symbol	  
                                                           
98 This is similar to the final attack in The Birds that takes place after an ascent into a child’s room. 	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at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film	   immediately	   after	   the	   paraphrased	   Shakespeare,99	  when	  the	  intertitle	  states:	  The	   analyst	   seeks	   only	   to	   induce	   the	   patient	   to	   talk	   about	   his	   hidden	  problems,	  to	  unlock	  the	  doors	  of	  his	  mind.	  There	  are	  a	  couple	  of	  points	  of	  interest	  in	  this	  statement.	  Firstly,	  it	  delineates	  the	  importance	   that	  doors	  will	   have	   in	   the	   film	  and	   thus	   indicates	   to	   the	   audience	  that	   images	   of	   doors	   and	   how	   characters	   are	   placed	   within	   them	   should	   be	  considered	   as	   significant.	   Secondly,	   the	   text	   refers	   specifically	   to	   the	   male	  gender.	   While,	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   film,	   Ballantyne	   is	   the	   principal	   subject	   of	  psychoanalysis,	   and	   thus	  making	   the	   use	   of	   the	   3rd	   person	  masculine	   pronoun	  understandable,	   the	   film	   psychoanalyses	   Constance	   far	   more	   effectively	   for	  reasons	  given	  below.	  	  Constance	  makes	   two	  excursions	   from	  her	  ground	   floor	   room	   to	   the	   first	   floor	  during	   Spellbound.	   Thomas	   Hyde	   notes	   in	   “The	   Moral	   Universe	   of	   Hitchcock’s	  
Spellbound”	  (1978):	  In	   both	   cases,	   it	   is	   Constance’s	   willing	   choice	   to	   climb	   the	   stairs	   and	  confront	  what	  is	  beyond	  the	  door	  that	  is	  the	  major	  issue	  (Deutelbaum	  et	  al,	  2009:	  161).	  The	  issues	  involved	  in	  this	  ascent	  need	  to	  be	  examined	  in	  some	  detail.	  	  Firstly,	   the	   layout	  of	   some	  of	   the	   rooms	  at	  Green	  Manors	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  curious.	  While	  perhaps	  unusual,	   the	  positioning	  of	  Constance’s	  bedroom	  on	  the	  ground	   floor	  with	  Ballantyne’s	   or	  Murchison’s	   (Leo	  G.	   Carroll)	   quarters	   on	   the	  first	  floor	  and	  the	  library	  next	  door	  to	  it	  does	  allow	  Hitchcock	  to	  extract	  suspense	  from	  the	  two	  sequences	  in	  which	  the	  stairs	  appear	  by	  filming	  Constance’s	  ascent	  up	  the	  U-­‐shaped	  staircase	  that	  connects	  the	  floors.	  Additionally,	  their	  positioning	  can	  be	  interpreted	  symbolically	  as	  representation	  of	  the	  Ego,	  Superego	  and	  Id.	  	  In	  her	  first	  ascent,	  the	  ground	  floor	  represents	  her	  Ego,	  since	  her	  daily	  activities	  take	  place	  here	  and	   this	   is	  where	  her	   conscious	   interactions	  with	  patients	   and	  colleagues	   occur.	   Her	   Superego	   is	   represented	   by	   the	   library,	   while	   her	   Id,	  
                                                           99	  “The	  fault	  is	  not	  in	  our	  stars…	  …But	  in	  our	  selves.”	  (Julius	  Caesar:	  Act	  One,	  Scene	  Two).	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conveniently	   located	   next	   door	   to	   the	   library,	   is	   in	   the	   shape	   of	   Ballantyne’s	  quarters	  and	  the	  man	  they	  contain.	  	  Furthermore,	   the	   fact	   that	   she	   is	   roused	   from	  her	   sleep	   could	   suggest	   that	   the	  entire	  sequence	  is,	  in	  fact,	  a	  sleepwalking	  dream.	  That	  she	  has	  to	  ascend,	  rather	  than	  descend,	  to	  access	  her	  Id	  and	  Superego	  acts	  as	  a	  female	  counterpoint	  to	  the	  male	  fear	  of	  falling	  embodied	  by	  Ballantyne,	  or	  “Edwardes”	  as	  he	  is	  first	  known,	  in	  the	  film.	  Leff	  notes:	  Whatever	  his	  origin,	   “Edwardes”	   is	  another	  of	  Hitchcock’s	   isolated	  heroes	  whose	   fear	   of	   falling	   points	   to	   the	   tenuousness	   of	   his	   position	   on	   earth	  (Leff,	  1999:	  125).	  There	  are	  two	  points	  in	  relation	  to	  this	  quotation,	  one	  concerning	  Ballantyne,	  the	  second	  concerning	  Constance	  and	  both	  suggest	  a	  symbolic	  use	  of	   the	  staircase.	  Ballantyne	  is	  involved	  in	  his	  own	  sleepwalking	  state	  when	  he	  descends	  the	  stairs	  with	   the	   cutthroat	   razor100	   in	  Dr.	  Brulov’s	  house.	  His	  descent	   can	   thus	  be	   seen	  symbolically	  as	  falling	  to	  counterpoint	  Constance’s	  two	  ascents.	  	  
	  Fig.	  7	  Spellbound.	  A	  homage	  to	  Buñuel?	  
                                                           100	  It	  has	  frequently	  been	  noted	  that	  the	  cutting	  of	  the	  eyes	  in	  the	  dream	  sequence	  is	  a	  direct	  reference	  to	  Le	  Chien	  Andalou	  (1929).	  I	  would	  contend,	  however,	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  referencing	  the	  opening	  scene	  of	  the	  film	  with	  the	  glinting	  cutthroat	  shot	  in	  close-­‐up.	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Since	  Constance’s	   Superego	  has	   suppressed	  her	   Id	   to	   such	   an	   extent,	   it	   is	   only	  natural	   that	   a	   conscious	   ascending	   of	   a	   structure,	   rather	   than	   an	   uncontrolled	  falling	   from	   a	   structure,	   would	   be	   a	   metaphorical	   solution	   to	   depict	   this.	   Her	  nervous	  ascent	  of	  the	  staircase	  thus	  functions	  as	  a	  metaphor	  for	  the	  work	  she	  has	  to	  do	  to	  balance	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  Superego	  and	  Id	  on	  her	  Ego.	  	  That	   she	   needs	   to	   balance	   the	   needs	   of	   the	   Id	   and	   Superego	   has	   already	   been	  established	  overtly,	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  script,	  but	  also	  symbolically	  the	  very	  first	  time	  we	  see	  her	  in	  the	  film.	  She	  is	  seen	  at	  her	  desk	  wearing	  glasses	  and	  smoking	  a	   cigarette	  with	   a	   cigarette	   holder.	   The	   first	   of	   these	   is	   a	   common	   symbol	   for	  Hitchcock	  to	  express	  repressed	  sexuality,101	  but	  should	  also	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  device	  used	   to	   focus	  her	  Superego.	  The	  cigarette	  holder,	  obviously	  phallic,	   also	  suggests	   her	   frigidity	   in	   that	   she	   doesn’t	  want	   the	   cigarette	   in	   her	  mouth	   and	  needs	  to	  be	  one	  step	  removed	  from	  it	  to	  be	  able	  to	  enjoy	  it.	  	  	  This	   latter	   point	   should	   be	   considered	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   only	   other	   time	   she	  smokes	  in	  the	  film,	  this	  time	  without	  a	  holder,	  in	  what	  I	  suggest	  is	  the	  post-­‐coital	  fireplace	   scene.102	   Through	   such	   symbolic	   means	   Hitchcock	   delineates	   her	  personality	  as	  one	  which	  is	  dominated	  by	  her	  Superego,	  and	  her	  first	  ascent	  up	  the	   staircase	   is	   a	   symbolic	   representation	   of	   her	   struggle	  with	   her	   unbalanced	  psyche.	  	  To	  return	   to	   the	  staircase,	  as	   she	  ascends	   it,	  we	  have	  a	   low-­‐level	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  from	  the	  staircase	  across	  the	  landing	  to	  the	  chink	  of	  light	  under	  Ballantyne’s	  door.	  The	  closed	  door,	  directly	  in	  front	  of	  the	  staircase,	   indicates	  her	  frustrated	  desire	  and	  the	  chink	  of	  light:	  a	  ray	  of	  light	  at	  the	  end	  of	  a	  very	  Freudian	  tunnel.	  	  However,	  the	  call	  of	  the	  Superego	  is	  too	  strong	  at	  this	  point	  and	  she	  goes	  through	  a	   door	   adjacent	   to	   the	   right,	   which	   is	   clearly	   marked	   “library”,	   to	   take	   out	  
Labyrinth	  of	  the	  Guilt	  Complex	  written	  by	  Edwardes.	  What	   is	   interesting	   is	  that,	  as	  she	  takes	  the	  book	  off	  the	  shelf,	  also	  in	  view	  are	  two	  other	  books,	  one	  entitled	  
                                                           101	  Cf.	  The	  39	  Steps,	  Suspicion.	  102	  Also	  referenced	  in	  Chapter	  7.4.	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Amnesia	  by	  Golden	  and	  the	  other	  Recent	  Advances	  in	  War	  Neuroses	  by	  Wright.	  It	  can	  be	  no	  accident	  that	  each	  of	  the	  three	  titles	  applies	  to	  a	  condition	  suffered	  by	  Ballantyne.	   Furthermore,	   the	   authors’	   names	   Golden	   and	  Wright	   are	   redolent,	  when	  combined,	  with	  the	  Freudian	  possibilities	  of	  the	  Id,	  demanding	  the	  golden	  right	  of	  any	  individual	  to	  an	  expression	  of	  their	  desires.	  	  Having	   taken	   the	  book,	   she	   then	  goes	  back	  onto	   the	   landing	  closing	   the	   library	  door	   behind	  her.	  However,	   the	   door	   no	   longer	   states	   the	   purpose	   of	   the	   room	  behind	  it,	  as	  the	  word	  “library”	  has	  disappeared.	  This,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  was	  done	  deliberately,	  since	  the	  shot	  set	  up	  is	  identical	  to	  the	  previous	  shot	  on	  the	  landing	  and	  would,	  almost	   certainly,	  have	  been	  shot	  at	   the	  same	   time,	  bearing	   in	  mind	  the	  meticulous	  planning	  Hitchcock	  brought	  to	  his	  filmmaking.	  The	  disappearing	  word,	  not	  only	  supports	  the	  dream-­‐like	  nature	  of	  the	  scene,	  but	  also	  symbolises	  the	  first	  erosion	  of	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  Superego.	  	  Constance	  then	  pauses,	  and,	  in	  a	  gesture	  that	  supports	  the	  entire	  sequence	  being	  interpreted	  as	  a	  dream,	  opens	  Ballantyne’s	  room	  without	  having	  received	  a	  reply	  from	  the	  buzzer	  located	  on	  the	  doorjamb.	  Upon	  entering	  the	  public	  space,	  which	  will	   later	   serve	   as	   Murchison’s	   office,	   she	   notices	   Ballantyne	   in	   the	   adjoining	  bedroom,	   or	   private	   space,	   sitting	   apparently	   asleep.	   Of	   note	   is	   that,	   since	   the	  library	  and	  Ballantyne’s	  room	  have	  previously	  been	  established	  as	  next	  to	  each	  other,	  Ballantyne’s	  bedroom	  is	  now	  occupying	  the	  space	  taken	  up	  by	  the	  library.	  Thus	   the	  bedroom	  and	   its	   symbolic	   representation	  of	   the	   Id	  and	   the	   library	  as	  the	   Superego	   are	   brought	   into	   direct	   contact	   and	   are	   superimposed	   on	   each	  other,	  with	  the	  Id	  now	  the	  dominant	  force.	  	  	  	  Their	  first	  kiss	  is	  superimposed	  with	  a	  shot	  of	  a	  corridor	  of	  doors	  opening.	  This,	  rather	  obviously,	  acts	  as	  both	  a	  sexual	  metaphor	  and	  as	  an	  allusion	  to	  the	  doors	  of	  perception.	  They	  are	  metaphorically	  opening	  themselves	  up	  to	  each	  other.	  The	  tunnel-­‐like	  effect	  of	  the	  doors	  opening	  of	  course	  has	  a	  strong	  sexual	  connotation.	  It	  is	  one	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  explicit	  sexual	  metaphors,	  if	  we	  consider	  what	  Freud	  wrote	  on	  the	  matter:	  We	   already	   know	   the	   room	   as	   a	   symbol.	   The	   representation	   may	   be	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extended	   in	   that	   windows,	   entrances	   and	   exits	   of	   the	   room	   take	   on	   the	  meaning	  of	  body	  openings.	  Whether	  the	  room	  is	  open	  or	  closed	  is	  a	  part	  of	  this	  symbolism,	  and	  the	  key	  that	  opens	  it	  is	  an	  unmistakable	  male	  symbol	  (Freud,	  2012:	  131).	  Before	  returning	  to	  the	  sequence	  of	  opening	  doors,	  Constance’s	   initial	  entrance	  into	   Ballantyne’s	   quarters	   should	   be	   considered.	   The	   above	   quote	   from	   Freud	  clearly	  supports	  her	  going	  into	  the	  room	  as	  being	  of	  a	  sexual	  nature	  and	  further	  indicates	  that	  Constance	  is	  in	  a	  dreamlike	  state,	  as	  her	  not	  waiting	  for	  an	  answer	  clearly	  contravenes	  the	  Symbolic	  demands	  of	  the	  Other	  of	  social	  order.	  	  Another	   relevant	   point,	   concerning	   the	   successively	   opening	   doors	   during	   the	  kiss,	   is	   that	   to	  either	  side	  of	   the	  corridor	  of	  doors	  are	  empty	  rooms.	  This	  effect	  where	   Hitchcock	   superimposes	   two	   images	   for	   metaphorical	   effect	   is	   one	   he	  rarely	   used.103	   This	   superimposition	   only	   supports	   the	   notion	   that	   the	   entire	  scene	  is	  a	  dream	  but	  is	  also	  suggestive	  of	  Brulov	  saying,	  “There’s	  nothing	  so	  nice	  as	  a	  new	  marriage.	  No	  psychoses	  yet.	  No	  aggressions.	  No	  guilt	  complexes.”	  	  	  
9.5	  Under	  Capricorn:	  “Ah!	  The	  Good	  Old	  Balustrade!”	  Unlike	  Brulov’s	  optimistic	  summation	  of	  the	  marriage	  of	  Constance	  and	  John	  in	  
Spellbound,	  the	  same	  cannot	  be	  said	  of	  Hetty	  and	  Sam	  in	  Under	  Capricorn.	  Indeed,	  Hetty’s	  first	  appearance	  in	  the	  film	  when	  she	  enters	  the	  dining	  room	  barefooted	  is	   an	   indication	   of	   the	   psychoses,	   aggressions	   and	   complexes	   she	   is	   suffering	  from	  and	  subverts	  a	   traditional	  use	  of	   staircases	   in	  Hollywood	  as	  described	  by	  Walker:	  Another	  familiar	  use	  of	  the	  staircase…	  …is	  as	  the	  setting	  for	  the	  female	  star	  to	  make	  a	  (usually)	  impressive	  (and/or	  social)	  entrance,	  descending	  to	  be	  greeted	  by	  her	  admirers	  at	  the	  foot	  of	  the	  stairs.	  (Walker,	  2005:	  352).	  While	   Ingrid	  Bergman	  is	  definitely	  the	  star,	  her	  entrance	   is	   impressive	  only	   for	  the	   wrongs	   reasons,	   as	   is	   “I”’s	   descent	   for	   the	   costume	   ball	   in	   Rebecca.	  Furthermore,	   as	   Hetty	   leaves	   the	   dinner	   party	   and	   clings	   to	   the	   staircase,	   she	  says,	  “Ah,	  the	  good	  old	  balustrade.”	  This	  indicates	  that,	  to	  me	  at	  least	  and	  like	  in	  
                                                           103	  Cf.	  The	  quasi-­‐religious	  revelation	  with	  Manny	  praying	  and	  the	  superimposition	  of	  the	  guilty	  party’s	  face	  over	  his	  at	  the	  end	  of	  The	  Wrong	  Man.	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Spellbound,	   the	   staircase	   in	   Under	   Capricorn	   should	   be	   interpreted	  metaphorically.	  However,	  in	  the	  film	  under	  discussion,	  it	  seems	  to	  dominate	  the	  setting	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  it	  becomes	  a	  character	  in	  itself.	  Or	  rather,	  it	  is	  the	  filmic	  element	  linking	  the	  Ego	  of	  the	  ground	  floor,	  where	  day-­‐to-­‐day	  interactions	  take	  place,	  and	  Hetty’s	  Id	  on	  the	  first	  floor.	  It	   is	  striking	  that	  whoever	  has	  control	  of	  the	  staircase	  has	  control	  of	  Hetty.	  This	  makes	   the	  staircase	  a	   representation	  of	  the	   Superego,	   since	   it	   is	   on	   the	   staircase	   that	   orders	   are	   given	   and	   actions	  committed	   to.	   This	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   the	   table	   below,	   where	   the	   twelve	   scenes	  involving	  a	  visual	  use	  of	  the	  staircase	  are	  broken	  down.	  	  	  
Table	  Three.	  A	  breakdown	  of	  the	  staircase	  sequences	  in	  Under	  Capricorn	  
Time	   occurring	  
in	  the	  film	  
Characters	   and	  
action	  
Number	  of	  cuts	   Position	   and	  
movement	   of	  
camera	  28	  mins.	  2	  secs.	   Hetty	   ascends	  unseen.	   Charles	  ascends,	   shoots	  into	   Hetty’s	  fireplace	   and	  descends.	  
None	   Camera	   starts	   at	  ground	   level,	  cranes	   up	   to	  Hetty’s	   door	   and	  then	   returns	   to	  ground	  level.	  35	  mins.	  10	  secs.	   Milly	  is	  seen	  in	  the	  background	  ascending	   the	  staircase.	  
None	   Outside	   the	   house	  and	   static.	   Sam	  and	   Charles	   in	  foreground	   by	  door.	  46	  mins.	  16	  secs.	   Milly	   ascends,	  meets	   Winter,	  collects	   bottles.	  Both	  descend.	  
None	   Camera	   starts	   at	  ground	   level,	  cranes	   up	   to	  Hetty’s	   door	   and	  then	   returns	   to	  ground	  level.	  49	  mins.	  20	  secs.	   Charles	   is	   heard	  ascending	   the	  staircase	  and	  seen	  descending	   in	   the	  background.	   Sam	  is	  in	  foreground.	  
None	   Outside	  the	  house.	  Short	   tracking	  movement	  as	  Sam	  walks	  towards	  the	  door.	  	  58	  mins.	  0	  secs.	  	   Hetty	   descends.	  16	   seconds	   later	  Charles	  descends.	   None	   Camera	   at	   ground	  level.	   Tilts	   up	   to	  frame	  Hetty	  as	  she	  descends	   then	  static	   for	   Charles’	  arrival.	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I	   hr.	   5	   min.	   43	  secs.	   Sam	   and	   Charles	  await	   Hetty’s	  grand	   entrance.	  Charles	   has	   right	  foot	   on	   second	  stair.	   Sam	   moves	  behind	   him.	   Hetty	  descends.	  
1	  cut	   Ground	   level	   and	  static	   prior	   to	   cut.	  Camera	   then	  follows	   Hetty	  down	   the	  staircase	   from	  ground	  level.	  1	   hr.	   27	   mins.	   40	  secs.	   Sam	  begins	  ascent	  of	   staircase.	  Immediate	   cut	   to	  Charles	  returning.	  
1	  cut	   Ground	   level	  tracking	  characters.	  1	   hr.	   28	   mins.	   3	  secs.	   Sam	   ascends	  stairs	   to	   get	   his	  gun.	   Hetty	   and	  Charles	   turn	   to	  watch	   him	  descend.	  
None	   Ground	   floor	   and	  static.	  
1	   hr.	   35	   mins.	   30	  secs.	   Sam	   goes	   through	  the	  drawing	  room,	  ante	   chamber	   and	  ascends	   the	  staircase.	   Hetty	  follows	  him	  and	  is	  held	  by	  Milly.	  
None	   Ground	   floor.	  Camera	   tracks	  forward	   on	  Hetty’s	   back	   as	  she	   goes	   after	  Sam.	  1	   hr.	   39	   mins.	   49	  secs.	   Sam	   goes	   through	  the	  drawing	  room,	  ante	   chamber	   and	  ascends	   the	  staircase.	   Milly	  follows	   him	   and	  stops	   at	   the	  bottom	   of	   the	  stairs	   and	   looks	  up	  
None	   Ground	   floor.	  Camera	   tracks	  forward	  on	  Milly’s	  back	   as	   she	   goes	  after	  Sam.	  
1	   hr.	   47	   mins.	   19	  secs.	   Milly	   runs	   out	   of	  Hetty’s	   bedroom	  and	   down	   the	  stairs.	  Sam	  follows	  to	   be	   met	   by	   the	  attorney	   general	  and	   aide	   in	   the	  hall.	  
3	  cuts	   Camera	   on	   first	  floor	   landing	  looking	   down	   on	  Milly’s	   descent	  and	   Sam’s	   slow	  descent.	   Cut	   to	  mid-­‐shot	   of	   Sam	  on	   staircase	   from	  hall.	   Cut	   back	   to	  master	   shot	   as	  Milly	   disappears	  in	   the	  direction	  of	  the	   kitchen	   and	  Sam	   continues	   his	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descent.	   Cut	   back	  to	   shot	   from	   hall	  as	   Sam	   completes	  his	  descent.	  1hr.	   49	   mins.	   26	  secs.	   Hetty	   descends	  and	   is	   met	  halfway	   up	   the	  stairs	   by	   Sam.	  They	  embrace	  and	  walk	  arms	  around	  each	   other	   up	   the	  remaining	  stairs	  
None	   Long	  shot	  of	  Hetty	  as	   she	   descends.	  Camera	   cranes	  into	   mid-­‐shot	   of	  Sam	   and	   Hetty,	  then	   close	   up	   as	  the	   embrace.	  Camera	  moves	  out	  to	   mid	   shot	   as	  they	   complete	  their	   ascent.	   Fade	  to	  black.	  The	   table	   reveals	   certain	   similarities	  between	  characters	   as	  well	   as	   confirming	  the	  notion	  that	  controlling	  the	  staircase	  is	  essential	  in	  controlling	  Hetty.	  Charles	  and	   Milly	   both	   have	   two	   scenes	   involving	   their	   ascending	   or	   descending	   the	  staircase.	   Each	   of	   them	   has	   a	   scene	   where	   they	   walk	   up	   the	   stairs	   in	   the	  background	  as	  the	  camera	  is	  positioned	  outside	  the	  house.	  The	  camera	  position	  here	   suggests	   that,	   metaphorically,	   they	   are	   outsiders	   in	   Sam	   and	   Hetty’s	  relationship.	  	  	  They	  both	  also	  have	  the	  only	  scenes	  where	  the	  camera	  moves	  from	  the	  ground	  floor	  up	  and	  into	  Hetty’s	  bedroom	  and	  then	  back	  done	  to	  ground	  level.	  This	  can	  be	  said	  to	  symbolise	  two	  slightly	  different	  aspects.	  With	  Charles,	   it	  suggests	  his	  social	  ease	  and	  ability	  to	  move	  between	  different	  social	  strata,	  whereas,	  for	  Milly,	  it	  is	  evocative	  of	  her	  ease	  of	  moving	  around	  the	  house	  and	  knowing	  and	  using	  the	  secrets	  it	  contains.	  	  On	   the	   other	   hand,	   Hetty	   is	   only	   seen	   descending	   the	   staircase,	   until	   the	   final	  ascent	   with	   Sam.	   It	   should	   be	   remembered	   that	   we	   do	   not	   see	   Hetty’s	   ascent	  after	  her	  barefooted	  departure	  from	  the	  dinner	  party,	  as	  the	  camera	  stays	  with	  Charles	  on	  the	  ground	  floor	  until	  she	  shouts,	   “Charles!	  Charles!”	  This	  perpetual	  descent	   could	   be	   said	   to	   be	   a	   visual	   representation	   of	   her	   desire	   to	   “go	   down,	  down,	  down	  to	  where	  I	  can	  go	  no	   further	  down.”	   In	   the	  denouement,	  however,	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Milly’s	   descent	   of	   the	   staircase,	   in	   the	   only	   sequence	   shot	   from	   the	   top	   of	   the	  staircase,	  it	  is	  she	  who	  is	  going	  down	  to	  where	  she	  can	  go	  no	  further	  down.	  	  Sam,	  however,	  ascends	  the	  staircase	  the	  most,	  making	  four	  ascents.	  Two	  of	  these	  ascents	  are	   filmed	   identically,	  which	  mirrors	   the	  pairing	  of	  Charles’	  and	  Milly’s	  ascents,	  but	  by	  having	  the	  camera	  track	  behind	  him	  as	  he	  approaches	  the	  stairs,	  he	  is	  given	  a	  sense	  of	  indefinable	  power.	  	  	  However,	   significantly,	   he	   does	   not	  make	   his	   first	   ascent	   of	   the	   staircase	   until	  almost	  the	  ninety-­‐minute	  mark	  of	  the	  film.	  This,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  symbolises	  his	  inability	   to	  understand	  his	  wife’s	  plight	  up	  to	   this	  point.	  This	   inability	   is	   finally	  overcome	  as	  Sam	  and	  Hetty	  ascend	  the	  staircase	  together	  in	  its	  final	  appearance.	  It	   should	   be	   remembered	   that	   Hitchcock	   has	   used	   the	   same	   symbol	   of	   unity	  between	   the	   couple	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   The	   Paradine	   Case,	   when	   the	   happily	  married	   Anthony	   and	   Gay	   Keane	   ascend	   the	   staircase	   arm	   in	   arm,	   having	  met	  half	  way	  up	  it.	  	  There	  are	  two	  final	  points	  that	  need	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  staircase.	  Each	  of	  the	  characters	  is	  faced	  with	  a	  situation	  where	  they	  have	  to	  knock	  on	  the	  door	   to	  gain	  access	   to	  Hetty’s	  bedroom.	  Charles	   and	  Milly	   are	  both	  blocked	  by	  locked	  doors,	  while	  Sam	  gains	  immediate	  access.	  This	  is	  clearly	  suggestive	  of	  his	  suitability	   as	   a	   partner.	   Furthermore,	   after	   being	   denied	   access	   by	   the	   locked	  door,	  Charles	   takes	   the	   step	  of	   climbing	  up	   the	  outside	  of	   the	  building,	   this,	   as	  well	  as	  his	  firing	  his	  gun	  into	  the	  fireplace,	  must	  be	  considered	  sexual	  metaphors.	  Freud	  notes:	  It	  occurs	   in	  many	  dreams	  that	  person	  now	  lustful,	  now	  frightened,	  climbs	  down	  the	  fronts	  of	  houses.	  Those	  with	  entirely	  smooth	  walls	  are	  men,	  but	  those	  with	  projections	  and	  balconies	  to	  which	  one	  can	  hold	  on,	  are	  women,	  (Freud,	  2012:	  126).	  When	   Charles	   ascends	   the	   projections	   on	   the	   outside	   of	   the	   house,	   his	   lustful	  intentions	  cannot	  be	  denied.	  Equally	  significant	   is	  his	  shooting	  his	  gun	   into	   the	  fireplace	  allusive	  of	   the	   sexual	  act.	  He	  misses,	  or	   rather	  doesn’t	   see,	   the	   target,	  suggesting	  two	  possible	  interpretations.	  The	  first	  is	  his	  unsuitability	  as	  a	  partner	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for	  Hetty,	  while	  the	  second	  could	  be	  said	  to	  suggest	  his	  own	  impotence	  to	  affect	  Hetty	  positively.	  	  
9.6	  Notorious:	  “I’ll	  Show	  You	  the	  Wine	  Cellar	  Door.”	  Alicia	  Huberman104	   (Ingrid	  Bergman)	   in	  Notorious,	   in	   accepting	   the	  mission	   to	  infiltrate	  the	  Sebastian	  household,	  has	  discarded	  her	  morals.	  The	  first	  question,	  before	   the	   use	   of	   staircases	   is	   discussed,	   is	   to	  whom	   does	   the	   title	   of	   the	   film	  refer?	   The	   obvious	   candidate	   is	   Alicia.	   However,	   the	   adjective	   is	   equally	  applicable	   to	   Devlin	   (Cary	   Grant),	   who	   allows	   the	   woman	   he	   loves	   to	   marry	  Sebastian	   (Claude	   Rains).	   Yet	   it	   is	   equally	   applicable	   to	   the	   son	   and	   mother:	  Sebastian,	   the	  sympathiser	  with	  Nazi	   ideals,	  who	  willingly	  agrees	   to	  poison	  his	  wife,	   and	   his	   mother	   (Leopoldine	   Konstantin),	   who	   is	   Hitchcock’s	   first	   true	  depiction	  of	  the	  malevolent	  Mother.	  	  
	  There	   are,	   though,	   two	   other	   candidates,	   the	   attitudes	   of	   the	   Americans	   and	  Germans	   as	   organisations.	   Each	   seems	   to	   act	   with	   a	   disdain	   for	   morality	   and	  consequences	  that	  each	  could	  be	  said	  to	  embody	  at	  the	  time	  the	  film	  was	  made:	  the	  Germans,	  with	  their	  ruthless	  disregard	  for	  life	  and	  the	  Americans	  with	  their	  unsparing	  dismissal	  of	  Alicia’s	  potential	  for	  virtue.	  She	  can	  be	  said	  to	  express	  the	  ideologies	  of	  both	  nations	  in	  post-­‐war	  Brazil,	  when	  she	  says,	  of	  America,	  “Waving	  flags	   with	   the	   one	   hand	   and	   picking	   pockets	   with	   the	   other.	   That’s	   your	  patriotism.”	  
	  Alicia’s	  fall	  as	  an	  individual	  is	  symbolically	  expressed	  through	  her	  moving	  up	  the	  	  staircase	   of	   the	   Sebastian	   household.	   This	   in	   itself	   is	   a	   reversal	   of	   generally	  accepted	   symbolism.	  This	   reversal	   also	   involves	   complex	  manoeuvres	  between	  private	   and	   public	   space.	   The	   film	   contains	   one	   of	   Hitchcock’s	   most	   famous	  tracking	  shots:	  the	  shot	  from	  the	  top	  of	  the	  stairs,	  introducing	  the	  ball,	  tracking	  into	  the	  extreme	  close	  up	  of	  Alicia’s	  left	  hand	  and	  the	  key	  it	  contains.	  This	  camera	  movement	  exemplifies	  the	  movement	  of	  the	  public	  face	  to	  the	  private	  concerns	  
                                                           104	  Once	  again,	  Hitchcock’s	  fascination	  with	  language	  and	  names	  is	  apparent.	  If	  we	  take	  off	  the	  “h”	  from	  her	  name,	  we	  are	  left	  with	  Uber	  Man.	  In	  other	  words,	  if	  we	  translate	  from	  the	  German,	  she	  is	  a	  type	  of	  Nietzschean	  Superman.	  This	  is	  relevant	  because	  it	  is	  Alicia	  who	  is	  the	  character	  of	  action	  in	  the	  film,	  while	  Sebastian	  and,	  until	  his	  rescue	  of	  her,	  Devlin	  are	  only	  capable	  of	  reacting.	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of	   the	   individual:	   Alicia’s	   worried	   concern	   about	   giving	   Devlin	   the	   key	   while	  presenting	  a	  public	  face	  at	  the	  ball.	  
	  However,	   this	   sequence	   has	   already	   been	   foreshadowed	  with	   the	   first	   shot	   in	  which	  the	  household	  staircase	  is	  shown.	  It	  is	  when	  Alicia	  arrives	  at	  the	  house	  for	  the	  introductory	  dinner.	  We	  see	  Alicia	  arrive	  at	  the	  house	  and	  then	  in	  a	  point	  of	  view	   shot,	  we	   see	  mother	   descend	   the	   staircase	  moving	   from	  an	   extreme	   long	  shot	  to	  an	  extreme	  close-­‐up	  of	  mother’s	  face,	  where	  she	  says,	  “Miss	  Huberman?	  Please	   forgive	   me	   for	   keeping	   you	   waiting.”	   With	   this	   point	   of	   view	   shot	  Hitchcock	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  revealing	  Alicia’s	  internal	  anxiety	  that	  the	  audience	  should	  share	  towards	  the	  matriarch	  and	  the	  situation	  Alicia	  has	  placed	  herself	  in.	  I	   suggest,	   though,	   that	   this	   shot	   can	   be	   interpreted	   in	   conjunction	   with	   the	  famous	  crane	  shot	  referred	  to	  above.	  
	  If	  this	  perspective	  is	  taken,	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  famous	  crane	  shot	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  reverse	  point	  of	  view	  shot,	  this	  time	  taking	  the	  mother’s	  point	  of	  view.	  In	  this	  scenario,	   the	   camera	   is	   the	   mother’s	   suspicious	   eyes,	   finding	   evidence	   of	   her	  daughter-­‐in-­‐law’s	  duplicitous	  nature.	  This	   view	   could	  be	   supported	  by	   the	   fact	  that	   the	   one	   person	   absent	   from	   the	   ball	   is	   precisely	   the	   mother.	   Thus,	  throughout	  the	  scene,	  from	  the	  camera’s	  entry	  to	  the	  “imposed”	  kiss	  in	  the	  cellar	  via	   the	   descended	   stairs,	   the	   camera	   is	   acting	   as	   a	   disembodied	   version	   of	  mother,	   seeking	   proof	   of	   Alicia’s	   betrayal	   of	   her	   son,	   in	   order	   to	   recover	   the	  position	   she	   has	   had	   usurped:	   that	   of	   the	  matriarch	   of	   the	   household	   and	   her	  son’s	  object	  of	  desire.	  	  
	  In	   fact,	   the	   real	   mother	   only	   appears	   when	   Devlin,	   having	   achieved	   his	   dual	  purpose	   of	   finding	   the	  MacGuffin	   and	   fatally	   undermining	   Alicia’s	   relationship	  with	   Sebastian,	   is	   about	   to	   leave	   the	  party.	   She,	   significantly,	   descends	   the	   last	  few	   stairs	   of	   the	   staircase	   to	   say,	   “Oh	   Mr.	   Devlin.	   Are	   you	   going	   so	   soon?”	   It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  Devlin	  and	  Mother	  have	  had	  no	  contact	  in	  the	  film	  prior	  to	  this	   point.	   Thus,	   her	   line	   of	   dialogue	   supports	   the	  notion	   that	   she	  has	  been	   all	  seeing.	  As	  such,	  this	  entire	  scene,	  if	  perceived	  as	  the	  Mother’s	  point	  of	  view,	  is	  a	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prototype	  of	  Norman’s	  mother	  in	  Psycho.	  In	  this	  case,	  though,	  she	  is	  a	  version	  of	  the	  Lacanian	  gaze;	  she	  is	  viewing	  from	  a	  position	  that	  only	  a	  camera	  can.	  
	  Prior	   to	   this	   scene	   and	   after	  Mother’s	   dominating	   entrance,	  Hitchcock	  has	   two	  other	  sequences	  involving	  the	  principal	  staircase	  of	  the	  house.	  The	  first	  involves	  Alicia	  and	  Sebastian’s	  inauspicious	  return	  from	  their	  honeymoon	  to	  a	  darkened	  house.	  As	   Joseph,	   the	  butler,	   tells	   them	   that	  Mother	  had	   suggested	   they	  would	  not	  be	  returning,	  they	  begin	  the	  ascent	  of	  the	  staircase	  in	  unison.	  However,	  and	  in	   contrast	   to	   The	   Paradine	   Case,	   which	   will	   be	   discussed	   below,	   and	   the	   last	  staircase	  scene	  in	  Under	  Capricorn,	  the	  happily	  married	  couple	  do	  not	  ascend	  the	  entire	   length	   of	   the	   staircase	   in	   unison,	   thus	   symbolising	   the	   stability	   of	   their	  union.	  Instead,	  Hitchcock	  fades	  to	  black	  after	  only	  three	  steps	  have	  been	  climbed	  in	  step;	  a	  black	  perhaps	  allusive	  to	  the	  falsity	  of	  their	  marriage	  and	  the	  dark	  days	  to	  come.	  
	  The	  second	  interim	  stair	  sequence	  starts	   from	  the	  hall.	   It	  begins	  and	  ends	  with	  Alicia	   and	   Sebastian	   in	   conversation	   about	   the	   keys	   to	   the	   house.	   However,	  rather	  than	  have	  the	  camera	  track	  their	  walk	  up	  the	  stairs,	  Hitchcock	  dissolves	  from	  the	  beginning	  of	  their	  ascent	  of	  the	  stairs	  to	  the	  end	  of	  their	  walk	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  stairs.	  To	  suggest	  that	  there	  is	  a	  union	  in	  their	  relationship,	  Hitchcock	  has	  them	  holding	  hands	  in	  these	  sequential	  shots.	  However,	  the	  dissolve	  between	  the	  two	  shots	  is	  indicative	  of	  the	  gaps	  in	  knowledge	  they	  have	  of	  each	  other.	  	  
	  Furthermore,	  Notorious	  can	  be	  said	  to	  “correct”	  the	  end	  of	  Suspicion	  and,	  in	  part,	  deliver	   the	   ending	   that	  Hitchcock	  wanted	   for	   the	   earlier	   film	   since	   Sebastian’s	  walk	  up	  the	  stairs	  after	  he	  has	  found	  out	  Alicia	  is	  betraying	  him	  is	  very	  similarly	  structured	   in	   terms	   of	   camera	   position	   and	   lighting.	   This	   link	   is	   further	  heightened	   if	  we	  remember	   that,	  at	   the	  beginning	  of	   the	   film	  under	  discussion,	  Devlin	   says,	   as	   Alicia	   awakes	   with	   a	   hangover,	   that	   she	   should	   drink	   the	  luminous	   liquid	   he	   has	   placed	   by	   her	   bedside.	   The	   mother	   increases	   the	  connection	  by	  saying,	  “There	  must	  be	  no	  suspicion	  of	  her,	  you,	  me,”	  as	  she	  and	  Sebastian	  devise	  the	  plot	  to	  poison	  her.	  	  
	   223 
The	   final	   two	   staircase	   scenes,	   like	   the	   mother,	   then	   camera,	   descending	   the	  staircase,	  are	  inversions	  of	  each	  other.	  In	  the	  first,	  Alicia	  collapses	  at	  the	  bottom	  of	   the	   stairs,	   in	   a	  manner	   foreshadowing	   the	  death	  of	  Carlotta	  Mendoza	   (Anna	  Navarro)	   in	   Topaz,	   to	   be	   helped	   up	   the	   stairs	   by	   two	   Germans,	   with	   mother	  slightly	  behind	  and	  Sebastian	  ahead.	  As	  in	  the	  final	  staircase	  scene	  both	  mother	  and	   Sebastian	   are	   aware	   of	   what	   is	   happening.	   What	   is	   interesting	   from	   a	  symbolic	  point	  of	  view	  is	  that	  the	  ascent	  of	  Alicia	  is	  a	  reversal	  of	  the	  traditional	  symbolism	   of	   climbing	   a	   staircase,	   that	   of	   knowledge	   or	   growth.	   Here	   though,	  Alicia	  is	  ascending	  towards	  the	  ultimate	  piece	  of	  knowledge:	  death.	  	  In	   the	   final	   staircase	   sequence,	   redemption	   for	   Alicia	   is	   achieved	   through	  descent.	  However,	  this	  sequence	  should	  be	  compared	  with	  the	  similar	  descent	  of	  Dr.	   McKenna	   (James	   Stewart),	   Hank	   (Christopher	   Olsen)	   and	   Mr.	   Drayton	  (Bernard	  Miles)	  at	  the	  end	  of	  The	  Man	  Who	  Knew	  Too	  Much,	  as	  Drayton	  attempts	  to	   lead	  the	  family	  unit	  out	  of	   the	  unnamed	  embassy.	  What	   is	  of	   interest	   is	   that,	  while	   Hitchcock	   has	   maintained	   the	   figure	   under	   threat	   as	   being	   the	  conventionally	   supposed	   fragile	  element	   in	   the	  poisoned	  woman	  and	   the	  child,	  he	   has	   inverted	   the	   roles	   of	   Sebastian	   and	   Devlin.	   In	  The	  Man	  Who	   Knew	   Too	  
Much	   Mr.	   Drayton	   assumes	   the	   role	   of	   Devlin	   and	   James	   Stewart	   the	   role	   of	  Sebastian/mother.	  	  After	  having	  helped	  Devlin	  and	  Alicia	  escape,	  Sebastian	   is	   left	  at	   the	   foot	  of	   the	  stairs	   to	   his	   house.	   We	   see	   his	   two	   colleagues	   framed	   in	   the	   doorway	   in	   the	  background.	  His	  walk	  up	  the	  stairs	  is	  slow	  and	  deliberate:	  a	  dead	  man	  walking.	  The	  closing	  door	  acts	  as	  a	  metaphor	  for	  his	  death	  and	  complete	  closure	  on	  this	  story.	  
	  
9.7	  The	  Paradine	  Case:	  “Time	  we	  were	  in	  the	  gondola.”	  
The	  Paradine	  Case,	  described	  by	  McDevitt	  et	  al	  as	  being,	  “widely	  considered	  one	  of	  his	  weakest	  efforts,”	  (McDevitt	  et	  al,	  2011:	  187),	  is,	  perhaps	  due	  to	  this,	  one	  of	  the	  films	  which	  has	  received	  the	  least	  critical	  attention.	  A	  reason	  for	  this	  might	  be	  the	  influence	  Selznick	  had	  over	  the	  picture.	  McGilligan	  notes	  of	  it	  that:	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For	  Hitchcock	   it	  would	   be	   one	   last	   exercise	   in	   professional	   subservience.	  The	   producer	   had	   anointed	   the	   stars	   and,	   at	   the	   eleventh	   hour,	  commandeered	  the	  script.	  DOS	  did	  everything	  he	  could	  to	  second-­‐guess	  the	  camera	  work.	  All	  of	  this	  Selznick	  had	  done	  before	  with	  Hitchcock,	  but	  never	  to	  such	  an	  extent,	  never	  so	  thoroughly	  and	  destructively	  (McGilligan,	  2003:	  393).	  However,	   such	   intrusive	   behaviour	   does	   not	   prevent	   the	   film	   from	   having	  sequences	   and	   treatments	   of	   subject	   matter	   which	   would	   seem	   to	   indicate	  Hitchcock’s	   influence.	   After	   their	   dismissal	   of	   the	   film,	  McDevitt	   et	   al	   go	   on	   to	  state	  that:	  If	   there	   is	   anything	  noteworthy	   in	  Hitch’s	   artistic	   approach	  here,	   it	   is	   the	  active	   camera.	   Among	   the	  most	  mobile	   camera	  work	   to	   date,	   shots	   push,	  pull,	   pan,	   slide,	   and	   are	   otherwise	   all	   over	   the	   place.	   He	   wanted	   the	  audience	   to	  notice,	   too,	  with	  objects	   carefully	  placed	   to	  glide	   through	   the	  field	  of	  vision	  (McDevitt	  et	  al,	  2011:	  188).	  This	  camera	  movement,	  perhaps	  disparagingly	  described	  as	  “all	  over	  the	  place,”	  is	   clearly	   seen	   in	   the	  way	  Hitchcock	  chooses	   to	   shoot	  and	  not	   shoot	   the	  Keane	  staircase.	  Michael	  Walker	  notes	  that:	  In	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  Tony	  and	  Gay	  Keane	  meet	  on	  the	  stairs,	  he	  enters	  the	  house	  boyishly	  wet…	  …and	  she	  runs	  down	  to	  greet	  and	  then	  mother	  him.	  The	  meeting	  is	  structurally	  very	  similar	  to	  that	  in	  Under	  Capricorn:	  the	  wife	  comes	   down	   the	   stairs,	   the	   husband	   goes	   up.	   Here,	   however,	   there	   is	   no	  symbolic	  distinction	  between	  the	  levels	  in	  the	  house	  (Walker,	  2005:	  370).	  While	  there	  may	  be	  no	  symbolic	  division	  between	  the	  two	  levels	  of	  the	  house,	  the	  way	   Hitchcock	   chooses	   to	   film	   Keane	   (Gregory	   Peck)	   and	   Gay’s	   (Ann	   Todd)	  different	   interactions	   with	   each	   other	   on	   the	   staircase	   symbolically	  demonstrates	  the	  disintegration	  of	  their	  relationship.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   the	  structural	  similarities	  Walker	  notes	  serve	  a	  different	  purpose	  because	  of	   their	  position	   in	   the	   respective	   films.	   In	  Under	  Capricorn	   the	  united	  ascent	   takes	   place	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film	   and	   indicates	   Sam	   and	   Hetty’s	   hard-­‐fought	  understanding	  of	  each	  other.	   In	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	   it	   is	   the	  scene	  which	  introduces	  the	  couple	  to	  the	  audience	  and	  thus	  alludes	  to	  a	  happiness	  which	  will	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unravel	   during	   the	   course	   of	   the	   film.	   Moreover,	   this	   happiness	   might	   be	  suggested	   as	   being	   illusory	   with	   another	   aspect	   of	   the	   way	   in	   which	   camera	  movement	  and	  set	  is	  manipulated.	  	  According	   to	   Leff,	   it	   was	   important	   to	   Hitchcock	   that,	   contrary	   to	   normal	  practice,	  he	  wanted	  each	  set	  to	  have	  a	  ceiling	  built:	  Selznick	  International	  had	  always	  matted	  in	  its	  on-­‐screen	  ceilings	  through	  special	   effects,	   but	   on	  Paradine	  Hitchcock	   asked	   that	   they	  be	   constructed	  (Leff,	  1999:	  236).	  With	   such	   attention	   to	   set	   detail,	   it	   might	   be	   proposed	   that	   Hitchcock	   was	  seeking	  veracity.	  Having	   said	   that,	   as	  we	  are	   introduced	   to	  Gay’s	  bedroom,	   the	  camera	   tracks	   from	   right	   to	   left	   behind	   the	   back	   of	   the	   dressing	   table	   and	   a	  drawer	  stand	  with	  a	  lamp	  on	  it.	  What	  makes	  the	  shot	  unusual	  is	  that,	  by	  seeing	  the	   backs	   of	   these	   objects,	   Hitchcock	   is	   drawing	   attention	   to	   the	   artifice	   of	  cinema,	   while	   also	   perhaps	   suggesting,	   metaphorically	   with	   this	   artifice,	   that	  something	  is	  rotten	  in	  the	  state	  of	  the	  Keane	  marriage.105	  	  In	  addition,	   this	  opening	  scene	  between	  the	  couple,	  which	  ends	   in	  a	  passionate	  kiss,	   that	   Hollywood	   symbol	   for	   sexual	   intercourse,	   has	   overtones	   of	   Freud’s	  consideration	  of	  staircases	  in	  dreams:	  	  
Ladders,	  ascents,	  steps	   in	  relation	  to	  their	  mounting,	  are	  certainly	  symbols	  of	   sexual	   intercourse.	   On	   closer	   consideration	  we	   see	   that	   they	   have	   the	  rhythm	   of	   walking	   as	   a	   common	   characteristic,	   perhaps,	   too,	   the	  heightening	   of	   excitement	   and	   the	   shortening	   of	   breath,	   the	   higher	   one	  mounts	  (Freud,	  2012:	  130).	  However,	   this	   staircase	   and	   bedroom	   scene	   was	   initially	   shot	   differently.	  According	  to	  Ann	  Todd,	  quoted	  in	  Spoto:	  Hitch	  prepared	  an	  elaborate	   five-­‐minute	   take	   in	   the	   film	  –	  up	  a	   staircase,	  into	  a	  room,	  with	  me	  and	  Greg	  Peck	  talking	  all	   the	  while.	  We	  rehearsed	  it	  with	   all	   its	   complications,	   then	   shot	   it	   about	   thirty	   times	   to	   get	   it	   exactly	  right.	   But	   then	   Selznick	   heard	   about	   it,	   and	   came	   down	   to	   the	   set,	  
                                                           105	  This	  filming	  from	  behind	  furniture	  is	  also	  seen	  in	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  and	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  11.6.	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demanding	  that	  the	  whole	  thing	  be	  done	  in	  the	  ordinary	  way	  (Spoto,	  1983:	  300).	  I	  would	  contend	  that	  this	  is	  the	  sequence	  she	  is	  talking	  about	  since	  it	  is	  the	  only	  one	  where	  they	  are	  both	  seen	  on	  the	  stairs	  together.	  It	  also	  reveals	  a	  number	  of	  interesting	  points.	  Firstly,	  it	  indicates	  the	  lack	  of	  control	  Hitchcock	  had	  over	  the	  film,	   due	   to	   Selznick’s	  mandates.	   Secondly,	   it	   would	   probably	   have	   been	   a	   far	  more	   symbolically	   satisfying	   sexual	   metaphor,	   with	   the	   single,	   gliding	   camera	  movement	   in	   one	   shot	   expressing	   unity	   and	   coming	   together	   of	   the	   couple	   far	  more	   eloquently.	   The	   final	   point	   of	   interest	   is	   the	   length	   of	   the	   take	   itself.	   It	  would	   have	   been	   the	   longest	   take	   that	  Hitchcock	  had	  done	   in	   his	   career	   up	   to	  that	   point	   and	   suggests	   that	   he	   was	   already	   thinking	   about	   the	   technical	  challenges	  inherent	  in	  Rope,	  which	  would	  be	  his	  next	  film.	  	  Nevertheless,	  the	  clearly	  expressed	  unity	  that	  the	  couple	  embody	  is	  undermined	  through	   Keane’s	   actions	   within	   the	   film.	   Hitchcock	   manages	   to	   depict	   this	  gradual	  deterioration	  through	  his	  treatment	  of	  the	  staircase,	  as	  Gay’s	  distrust	  of	  Keane’s	  motives	  deepens.	  	  
	  The	   next	   shot	   involving	   the	   staircase	   is	   their	   returning	   from	   dinner	   at	   Judge	  Horfield’s	   (Charles	   Laughton).	   They	   are	   shot	   from	   the	   top	   of	   the	   staircase	  entering	  the	  house;	  the	  camera	  positioned	  approximately	  where	  they	  embraced	  in	   their	   first	   scene.	   The	   mise-­‐en-­‐scène,	   though,	   invokes	   the	   division	   which	   is	  beginning	   to	   appear	   between	   them,	   as	   Keane’s	   obsession	   with	   Mrs.	   Paradine	  deepens.	  Gay,	  who	   is	   to	   the	   left	  of	   the	   frame	  and	   swathed	   in	  white,	  begins	  her	  ascent	   of	   the	   staircase,	   and	   naturally,	   given	   the	   camera’s	   position,	   faces	   the	  camera.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  Keane,	  who	  is	  on	  the	  right106	  of	  the	  frame	  and	  dressed	  in	  black107,	  has	  his	  back	  to	  the	  camera	  and	  is	  cut	  off	  from	  Gay	  by	  the	  balustrade	  which	   divides	   them.	  His	   action,	   in	   this	   scene,	   of	   opening	   the	   door	   to	   the	   front	  room,	  where	   their	   next	   scene	   takes	   place,	  might	   be	   said	   to	   be	   the	   first	   step	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   depiction	   of	   the	   breakdown	   of	   their	   relationship.	   Their	   ensuing	  
                                                           106	  Once	  again,	  the	  positioning	  of	  characters	  in	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  serves	  a	  symbolic	  purpose	  beyond	  the	  compositional.	  107	  The	  black	  and	  white	  costumes	  are,	  similar	  to	  Marion	  Crane’s	  bras	  in	  Psycho,	  suggestive	  of	  the	  characters’	  relative	  moral	  virtue.	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discussion	  could	  equally	  have	  taken	  place	  in	  the	  room	  Gay	  was	  heading	  towards:	  the	  intimacy	  of	  the	  bedroom,	  rather	  than	  the	  more	  formal	  front	  room.	  
	  Additionally,	  the	  camera	  position	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  stairs	  succeeds	  in	  dividing	  the	  screen	  into	  two	  diagonal	  spaces:	  one	  open	  and	  the	  other	  closed.	  The	  handrail	  of	  the	  balustrade,	  which	  runs	  diagonally	  from	  the	  bottom	  left	  to	  the	  top	  right	  of	  the	  screen,	  acts	  as	  a	  dividing	  line	  between	  the	  two	  characters,	  allowing	  Gay	  to	  stand	  in	   the	  open	  and	  Keane	  to	  be	  positioned	   in	   the	  closed	  space.	  This	  positioning	  of	  the	  characters	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  cinematic	  depiction	  of	  the	  stances	  they	  adopt	  within	  the	  film.	  Gay	  is	  always	  open	  with	  her	  husband	  about	  how	  she	  feels	  both	  about	  him	  and	  Mrs.	  Paradine,	  while	  Keane	  is	  increasingly	  guarded	  with	  his	  wife	  about	   his	   growing	   feelings	   towards	   the	   femme	   fatale.	   In	   addition,	   due	   to	   the	  intricate	   wrought-­‐iron	   work	   on	   the	   balustrade,	   the	   shot	   also	   introduces	   the	  metaphor	  of	  Keane	  and	  Gay	  being	  caged	  off	   from	  each	  other,	  or,	   to	  paraphrase	  Mitch	   Brenner,	   “Back	   in	   their	   gilded	   cages,”	   and	   also	   links	   their	   metaphorical	  isolation,	  or	  imprisonment,	  to	  Mrs.	  Paradine’s	  literal	  incarceration.	  
	  This	  motif	  of	   isolation	   is	  next	  visually	  depicted	  as	  Gay	  returns	  after	  offering	   to	  serve	  some	  drinks	  to	  Keane	  and	  his	  solicitor	   friend,	  Sir	  Simon	  Flaquer	  (Charles	  Coburn),	   late	   at	   night	   in	   the	   front	   room	   of	   their	   home.	   She	   is	   shot	   behind	   the	  vertical	   slats	   of	   a	   glass-­‐panelled	   door	   in	   front	   of	   her	   as	   she	   overhears	   Keane	  accusing	  Sir	  Simon	  of	  being	  an	  insufferable	  snob	  who	  is	  incapable	  of	  recognising	  genuine	   character	   in	   Mrs.	   Paradine.	   At	   this	   point,	   she	   is	   filmed	   in	   a	   mid-­‐shot	  looking	  directly	  into	  camera,	  with	  the	  door	  slats	  in	  the	  foreground.	  	  We	  then	  have	  her	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  from	  behind	  the	  slats,	  with	  the	  slats	  present,	  and	  the	  two	  men	  on	  the	  other	  side.	  Due	  to	  this	  method	  of	  filming	  this	  sequence,	  the	  metaphor	  of	   prison	   is	   thus	   extended	   to	   include	   Gay’s	   own	   version	   of	   it	   and	   is	   a	   visual	  depiction	  of	  what	  Norman	  Bates	  would	  refer	  to	  thirteen	  years	  later	  as,	  “No	  one	  really	   runs	   away	   from	   anything.	   It's	   like	   a	   private	   trap	   that	   holds	   us	   in	   like	   a	  prison.”	   	   This	   private	   trap	  with	  Mrs.	   Paradine	   is	   one	   that	   Keane	   has	   run	   into,	  rather	   than	  away	   from,	  which,	   in	   turn,	   suggests	  a	  prior	  dissatisfaction	  with	  his	  own	  marriage.	  	  This	  dissatisfaction	  is	  further	  depicted	  in	  the	  next	  staircase	  scene.	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Keane	  returns	  to	  the	  darkened	  home,	  presumably	  late	  at	  night.	  The	  staircase	  is	  lit	  from	  below	  and	  the	  light	  source	  throws	  exaggerated	  shadows	  of	  the	  balustrade	  across	  Gay’s	  bedroom	  door.	  A	  chink	  of	  light	  emits	  from	  under	  the	  door	  indicating	  that	  Gay	   is	   awake.	   I	  would	   suggest	   that	  Hitchcock	   is	   referencing	  his	   other	   film	  with	  Gregory	  Peck,	  Spellbound,	   in	  which	   the	   feelings	  and	  roles	  are	   reversed.	   In	  
Spellbound	   Peck	   is	   behind	   the	   door	   and	   the	   chink	   of	   light	   acts	   to	   express	  Constance’s	  desire	   for	  him.	  Here,	  however,	  Peck,	  or	  Keane,	   is	  on	   the	  outside	  of	  the	  door	  and	  only	  opens	  it	  out	  of	  a	  sense	  of	  duty.	  At	  this	  stage	  of	  the	  film,	  both	  spouses’	  sense	  of	  duty	  is	  highlighted.	  Just	  as	  Keane	  enters	  the	  bedroom	  out	  of	  an	  obligation	   to	   the	   marriage,	   so	   Gay,	   in	   the	   ensuing	   discussion	   concerning	   Mrs.	  Paradine,	  somewhat	  paradoxically,	  rejects	  Keane’s	  advances	  towards	  her	  and	  his	  decision	  to	  refuse	   the	  case,	  out	  of	  an	  understanding	  of	  her	  responsibilities	  as	  a	  wife	  who	  should	  support	  her	  husband’s	  decisions.	  	  The	   final	   sequence	   involving	   the	   staircase	   offers	   visual	   and	   aural	   proof	   of	   the	  breakdown	   in	  Keane	   and	  Gay’s	   relationship.	   After	   a	   day	   at	   the	   trial,	   Hitchcock	  cuts	   to	   the	   interior	   of	   the	   Keane	   home,	   with	   camera	   being	   positioned	   in	   the	  hallway	   facing	   the	   front	   door.	   Keane	   arrives	   and	   we	   hear	   Gay	   and	   Judy	   from	  upstairs.	  The	  camera	  tilts	  up	  to	  reveal	  a	  shot	  suggesting	  Gay’s	  shrinking	  world:	  the	  outer	   curved	  blackness	  of	   the	   stairwell	   seems	   to	  be	   closing	   in	  on	   the	  door	  while	   the	   curved	   wrought	   iron	   balustrade	   below	   is	   now	   physically	   filmed	   as	  being	  in	  front	  of	  Gay’s	  room,	  rather	  than	  in	  shadow	  as	  it	  was	  in	  the	  earlier	  scene.	  This	   mise-­‐en-­‐scène	   of	   stairwell	   and	   balustrade	   with	   its	   imposition	   on	   Gay’s	  bedroom	  door	  is	  suggestive	  of	  the	  emotional	  vortex	  Gay	  is	  trapped	  in;	  one	  which	  Keane	  is	  oblivious	  to.	  	  
	  In	  the	  same	  scene,	  it	  is	  now	  Judy	  (Joan	  Tetzel),	  Sir	  Simon	  Flaquer’s	  daughter,	  who	  descends	  the	  staircase,	  after	  the	  disembodied	  voice	  of	  Gay,	  like	  mother	  in	  Psycho	  a	  character	  who	  is	  now	  both	  present	  and	  absent,	  has	  dutifully	  invited	  her	  to	  stay	  for	   dinner.	  What	   is	   of	   interest	   here	   though	   is	   that	   the	   staircase,	   which	   at	   the	  beginning	   of	   the	   film	   indicated	   their	   harmony,	   is	   now	   traversed	   by	   an	   entity	  mediating	  between	  the	  Id-­‐based	  Keane,	  now	  positioned	  on	  the	  ground	  floor,	  and	  the	  Superego-­‐based	  Gay	  tucked	  away	  in	  her	  bedroom	  on	  the	  upper	  floor.	  Neither	  can	  talk	  to	  each	  other	  directly	  nor,	  as	  a	  consequence,	  set	  foot	  on	  the	  staircase	  in	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order	  to	  assist	  in	  the	  recreation	  of	  their	  Ego	  as	  a	  couple.	  	  Indeed,	  in	  the	  scene	  which	  concludes	  the	  film,	  not	  only	  can	  they	  not	  set	  foot	  on	  the	  staircase,	  but	  not	  even	  be	  in	  the	  family	  home.	  Their	  eventual	  reconciliation	  is	  also	  fraught	  with	  uncertainty.	  	  According	  to	  McGilligan,	  the	  scene	  was	  to	  suggest	  that	  their	  union	  was	  once	  more	  strong:	  	  He	   wanted	   that	   scene	   to	   be	   a	   reaffirmation	   of	   marriage,	   the	   film’s	   real	  crescendo	   –	   “a	   moving	   scene	   of	   reconciliation	   without	   any	   necessary	  physical	  embrace,”	  in	  the	  director’s	  words	  (McGilligan,	  2003:	  389).	  However,	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  the	  scene	  is	  shot,	  while	  unusual,	  does	  not,	  I	  would	  suggest,	   epitomise	   a	   moving	   scene.	   In	   fact,	   its	   effect,	   I	   feel,	   is	   precisely	   the	  opposite.	  	  	  The	  scene,	  which	  takes	  place	  in	  Sir	  Simon’s	  office	  and,	  as	  such,	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  Superego,	  is	  shot,	  apart	  from	  one	  notable	  exception,	  entirely	  in	  one	  shots.	  That	   is	   to	   say	   that	  Gay	  and	  Keane	  are	   shot	   in	   isolation	   from	  each	  other	  during	  their	  conversation	  and	  not	  in	  what	  would	  be	  a	  standard	  shot/reverse	  shot,	  which	  would,	  at	  least,	  have	  the	  advantage	  of	  having	  both	  characters	  in	  the	  frame.	  	  
	  Admittedly,	   Hitchcock	   avoided	   using	   this	   filmic	   shorthand	   for	   conversations	  wherever	  possible,	  but,	  by	  using	  the	  one	  shot,	   the	  effect	  here	   is	  one	  of	  physical	  and	   emotional	   separation.	   Indeed,	   even	   the	   exception,	   a	   single	   two	   shot	   of	   the	  characters’	  backs,	  is	  further	  evidence	  of	  this	  separation,	  if	  we	  are	  to	  be	  consistent	  in	   an	   understanding	   of	   the	   way	   Hitchcock	   treats	   the	   filming	   of	   the	   backs	   of	  characters.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  is	  how	  Devlin	  is	  introduced	  in	  Notorious	  with	  the	  shot	  of	  his	  back,	  allusive	  of	  a	  man	  with	  secrets	  who	  is	  unknowable;	  this	  two	  shot	  is	  suggesting	  to	  the	  audience	  that	  they	  are	  unknown	  to	  and	  unknowing	  of	  each	  other.	  	  This	   view	   is	   given	   further	   credence	   by	   the	   fact	   that	   Gay	   is	   now,	   like	   Keane,	  dressed	   in	   black.	   The	   obvious	   connotation	   is	   that	   both	   are	   in	   mourning,	  ostensibly	   for	   the	   death	   of	   their	   relationship,	   but	   in	   Keane’s	   case	   also	   the	  impending	  death	  of	  Mrs.	  Paradine.	  Gay’s	  dialogue,	  as	  it	  has	  been	  all	  through	  the	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film,	   is	   particularly	   conciliatory	   and	   it	   is	   her	   line	  of,	   “Look	   at	  me	  Tony,”	  which	  triggers	   Keane’s	   looking	   into	   the	   camera	   and,	   by	   association,	   the	   audience.	   A	  hand,	  presumably	  hers,108	  reaches	   forward	  to	  stroke	  his	   face	  and	  says,	   “You	  do	  need	  a	  shave.”109	  	  It	  is	  with	  this	  image	  that	  the	  film	  ends.	  However,	  with	  such	  a	  disjointed	  arrival	  at	  a	   renewed	   union,	   one	   is	   left	  with	   doubts	   as	   to	   the	   future	   of	   the	   couple.	  While	  Hitchcock	  frequently	  ends	  his	  films	  with	  a	  sardonic	  comment	  on	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  heterosexual	   couple,	   in	   this	   film	  he	  achieves	   a	  pathos	  unusual	   in	  his	  work.	  For	   it	   is	  evident	   that	   the	  Anthony	  and	  Gay	  Keane	  have	  so	   far	  not	   fulfilled	   their	  responsibilities	   to	   patriarchy.	   Their	   eleven	   years	   of	  marriage	   have	   not,	   as	   yet,	  produced	  a	  child	  and	  it	  is	  this	  unspoken	  element	  which	  is	  perhaps	  dividing	  them.	  
	  
9.8	  Closing	  Comments	  The	   spiral	   is	  described	   in	  The	  Dictionary	  of	   Symbols	   (1982)	  as,	   “An	   “open”	  and	  optimistic	  motif.	  Nothing	   is	  simpler	   than	  setting	  out	   from	  one	  end	  of	   the	  spiral	  and	  reaching	  the	  other”	  (Chevalier	  et	  al,	  1996:	  906).	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  it	  notes	  of	  the	  stairway	  that	  it	  is:	  The	  symbol	  of	   the	  acquisition	  of	  knowledge	  and	  transfiguration.	   If	   it	  rises	  skywards,	   the	   knowledge	   is	   that	   of	   the	   divine	   world;	   if	   it	   leads	  underground,	   it	   is	   to	   knowledge	   of	   the	   occult	   and	   of	   the	   depths	   of	   the	  unconscious	  (ibid:	  923).	  While	   these	   descriptions	   may	   be	   true	   of	   civilised	   societies	   in	   general,	   in	   the	  Hitchcock	   universe	   to	   traverse	   a	   spiral	   staircase	   is	   take	   steps	   towards	  uncertainty.	   As	   has	   been	   demonstrated,	   the	   stairway	   can	   be	   used	   to	   reverse	  traditional	  symbolic	  interpretations	  as	  in	  Notorious,	  express	  the	  complexities	  of	  the	  relationships	  within	  a	  household	  (cf.	  Under	  Capricorn,	  The	  Paradine	  Case)	  or	  
                                                           108	  The	  famous	  shot	  in	  Carol	  Reed’s	  The	  Third	  Man	  of	  the	  fingers	  weaving	  through	  the	  grate	  of	  the	  gutter	  indicating	  the	  death	  of	  Harry	  Lime,	  were	  actually	  shot	  after	  Orson	  Welles	  had	  left	  the	  shoot	  and	  were	  Carol	  Reed’s	  fingers.	  This	  shot	  also	  foreshadows	  Robert	  Walker’s	  fingers	  impossibly	  reaching	  for	  the	  lighter	  in	  the	  gutter	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  Strangers	  on	  a	  Train.	  	  109	  This	  is	  reminiscent	  of	  Gregory	  Peck’s	  other	  Hitchcock	  film,	  Spellbound,	  where,	  as	  he	  prepares	  to	  shave,	  he	  experiences	  a	  psychotic	  episode.	  Perhaps	  Hitchcock	  is,	  once	  more,	  suggesting	  that	  the	  future	  for	  the	  couple	  is	  not	  necessarily	  as	  happy	  as	  depicted.	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symbolise	   the	   transition	   between	   one’s	   Ego,	   Superego	   and	   id	   as	   in	  Spellbound.	  What	  it	  never	  is,	  however,	  is	  a	  simple	  journey	  to	  or	  from	  the	  front	  door.	  	  Hitchcock’s	   characters	   do	   leave	   their	   homes	   however.	   When	   this	   involves	  travelling	   to	   different	   towns	   or	   cities,	   a	   night’s	   rest	   in	   a	   hotel	   is	   frequently	  required.	  Staying	  in	  a	  Hitchcock	  hotel,	  though,	  is	  not	  one	  which	  is	  likely	  to	  offer	  much	   rest.	   It	   is	   to	   this	   liminal	   depersonalised	   living	   accommodation	   that	  attention	  is	  next	  turned.	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10.	  HOTELS	  
10.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  Hotels	   in	   the	  Hitchcock	  universe	  are	  never	   simply	  places	  where	  people	   stay	   to	  break	   a	   journey,	   go	   on	   business	   or	   rest	   on	   holiday.	   Hotels	   are,	   for	   Hitchcock,	  places	   where	   false	   identities	   are	   assumed	   and	   lives	   are	   lived	   out	   as	   lies.	   An	  example	  of	   this	   is	   John	  Ballantyne	  checking	   into	  the	  Empire	  State	  hotel	  as	   John	  Brown	  in	  Spellbound.	  This	  generalisation	  includes	  “I”,	  who	  we	  first	  see	  staying	  in	  a	  hotel	   in	  Rebecca	   and	  who,	  with	  her	   lack	  of	   the	  basic	  unit	  of	   identity,	  a	  name,	  could	  be	  said	  to	  assuming	  the	  greatest	  of	  all	  Hitchcock’s	   false	   identities:	   that	  of	  Rebecca.	  	  	  Another	  example	  includes	  Bridie	  (John	  Gielgud)	  and	  Elsa	  Carrington	  (Madeleine	  Carroll)	   assuming	   the	   roles	   of	   Mr.	   and	   Mrs.	   Ashenden	   in	   Secret	   Agent.	   While	  these	   roles	   are	   sometimes	   imposed,	   they	   are	   often	   willingly	   accepted,	   unlike	  Hannay’s	   naming	   of	   Pamela	   and	  himself	   as	   the	   excessively	   alliterative	  Mr.	   and	  Mrs.	  Henry	  Hopkinson,	   living	   at	   The	  Hollyoaks,	  Hammersmith	   in	  The	   39	   Steps.	  Even	  in	  To	  Catch	  a	  Thief,	  John	  Robie	  (Cary	  Grant),	  the	  retired	  cat	  burglar,	  checks	  in	  under	  a	  false	  name	  so	  as	  to	  evade	  capture	  from	  the	  police.	  
	  By	   the	   same	   token,	   one	   could	   suggest	   that	  Hitchcock’s	   attitude	   to	  hotels	   in	  his	  films	   is	  expressed	  by	  Charles’s	  outburst	   in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt.110	  Indeed,	   in	  the	  Hitchcock	  world,	   a	   hotel	   is	   a	  place	  where	   you	  have	   to	   check	   in	  under	   an	   alias.	  Even	  in	  a	   film	  where	  the	  hotel	  offers	   little	  of	   this	  type	  of	  symbolic	  content,	  The	  
Lady	  Vanishes,	  Mr.	  and	  “Mrs.”	  Todhunter	  are	  playing	  the	  part	  of	  a	  married	  couple.	  	  Hotels	   suggest	   a	   state	   of	   uneasy	   transience	   where	   characters	   learn	   about	  themselves	  and	  each	  other.	  	  	  Hotels	  serve	  a	  metonymic	  purpose	  for	  Hitchcock,	  if	  we	  consider	  what	  Bailly	  says:	  
                                                           110	  His	  full	  speech	  is	  as	  follows,	  “And	  what	  do	  the	  wives	  do,	  these	  useless	  women?	  You	  see	  them	  in	  the	  hotels,	  the	  best	  hotels,	  every	  day	  by	  the	  thousands,	  drinking	  the	  money,	  eating	  the	  money,	  losing	  the	  money	  at	  bridge,	  playing	  all	  day	  and	  all	  night,	  smelling	  of	  money,	  proud	  of	  their	  jewelry	  but	  of	  nothing	  else,	  horrible,	  faded,	  fat,	  greedy	  women...	  Are	  they	  human	  or	  are	  they	  fat,	  wheezing	  animals,	  hmm?”	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Metonymy	  is	  a	  figure	  of	  speech	  characterised	  by	  the	  action	  of	  substituting	  a	  word	  or	  phrase	  denoting	  an	  object,	  action	  or	  institution,	  etc.	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  53).	  Hitchcock’s	   best-­‐known	   example	   is	   of	   course	   “The	   Bates	   Motel”,	   and	   its	  association	   with	   serial	   murder,	   but,	   in	   more	   general	   terms,	   the	   hotel	   is	  metonymic	   of	   character	   transition.	   Prior	   to	   an	   examination	   of	   the	   types	   of	  transition	  involved,	  the	  hotels	  in	  Psycho	  should	  be	  discussed.	  	  
10.2	  Psycho:	  “Hotels	  of	  this	  sort	  are	  not	  interested	  in	  when	  you	  come	  in,	  but	  
when	  your	  time	  is	  up.”	  It	  should	  be	  remembered	  that,	  while	  the	  Bates’	  Motel	  is	  the	  location	  for	  much	  of	  the	  action	  in	  the	  second	  half	  of	  Psycho,	  the	  film	  opens	  in	  the	  post-­‐coital	  afternoon	  of	  a	  Phoenix	  hotel.	  During	  Marion	  and	  Sam’s	  conversation,	  there	  are	  three	  lines	  which	  foreshadow	  events	  later	  in	  the	  film.	  The	  first	  is	  Sam’s	  comment	  on	  Marion	  getting	  married,	  “When	  you	  do,	  you’ll	  swing.”	  This	  is	  a	  rather	  macabre	  comment	  linking	   the	   executioner’s	   noose	   to	   the	   band	   of	   gold,	   but,	   of	   course,	   it	   also	  foreshadows	   Marion’s	   demise	   as	   well	   as	   the	   light	   bulb	   swinging	   to	   reveal	  mother’s	  skull.	  A	  further	  comment	  which	  has	  reverberations	   later	   in	  the	  film	  is	  Marion	  saying,	   “Hotels	  of	   this	  sort	  are	  not	   interested	   in	  when	  you	  come	   in,	  but	  when	  your	   time	   is	  up.”	  The	   first	  point	  of	  note	   is	   that	   the	  dialogue	  personalises	  the	  hotel	  and,	  as	  has	  been	  argued	  above,	  Hitchcock	  uses	  homes	  and	  settings	  as	  characters	   in	   his	   films.	   Furthermore,	   if	   we	   consider	   the	   Bates’	   motel	   as	   a	  character,	  its	  interest	  in	  Marion	  is	  precisely,	  as	  she	  states	  here,	  when	  her	  time	  is	  up	  or	  rather	  when	  she	  dies.	  	  The	   final	   lines	  of	  dialogue	   from	  this	  opening	  exchange	  which	   indicate	   thematic	  content	  and	  dramatic	  action	  are	  as	  follows:	  Marion:	   Oh,	   we	   can	   see	   each	   other.	   We	   can	   even	   have	   dinner,	   but	  respectably	  —	   in	  my	  house	  with	  my	  mother's	  picture	  on	   the	  mantle,	   and	  my	  sister	  helping	  me	  broil	  a	  big	  steak	  for	  three.	  Sam:	  And	   after	   the	   steak,	   do	  we	   send	   sister	   to	   the	  movies?	  Turn	  mama's	  picture	  to	  the	  wall?	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Marion’s	   use	   of	   the	   word	   “respectably”	   suggests	   marriage	   and	   introduces	   the	  motifs	   of	   dinner,	   food	   and	   the	  mother.	   Indeed,	   the	  watchful	   eye	   of	   the	  mother	  alluded	  to	  by	  Marion	  is	  closely	  linked	  to	  this	  notion	  of	  respectability	  and	  it	  is	  one	  which	  Norman’s	  mother	  with	  her	  watchful	   I,	   disapproves	  of.	  Also,	   the	  physical	  moving	  of	   the	  mother’s	  photograph,	   as	   suggested	  by	  Sam,	  anticipates	  mother’s	  removal	  to	  the	  fruit	  cellar	  later	  in	  the	  film.	  	  Before	  Marion	  reaches	  the	  Bates	  Motel,	  she	  is	  stopped	  by	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  Superego,	   the	   patrolman	   (Mort	   Mills),	   who	   says,	   “There	   are	   plenty	   of	   hotels	  round	  here.	  You	  should	  have…	  I	  mean	  just	  to	  be	  safe.”	  It	  is	  therefore	  ironic	  that	  by	   adhering	   to	   the	   advice	   of	   this	   representative	   of	   the	   Lacanian	   Symbolic	   and	  checking	   into	   a	  motel	   the	   following	   night,	   she	   is	   directed	   to	   the	   venue	   of	   her	  death.	  	  	  Nonetheless,	   in	   view	   of	   what	   the	   patrolman	   says,	   or	   rather	   does	   not	   say,	   we	  should	  consider	  what	  Freud	  stated	   in	  Beyond	   the	  Pleasure	  Principle	   concerning	  the	  death	  drive:	  This	  final	  goal	  of	  all	  organic	  striving	  can	  be	  identified	  as	  well…	  …it	  must	  be	  an	  old	  state,	  an	  original	  state	   that	   the	   living	  being	  has	   left	  at	  some	  time…	  …returning	  to	  the	  inorganic	  then	  we	  can	  only	  say	  that	  the	  goal	  of	  all	  life	  is	  
death	  (Freud,	  2011:	  77)	  (Italics	  in	  original).	  Thus,	   the	   unspoken	   words	   of	   the	   patrolman,	   while	   foreshadowing	   Norman’s	  inability	  to	  say	  the	  word	  “bathroom”,	  also	  become	  replete	  with	  commands	  from	  the	  Superego	  ordering	  Marion	  towards	  that	  state	  of	  safety	  from	  life:	  death.	  	  	  
10.3	  Marnie:	  “So	  nice	  to	  have	  you	  back,	  Mrs.	  Edgar.	  We’ve	  put	  you	  in	  your	  
same	  room.”	  	  While	   the	  Bates	  motel	   in	  Psycho	   serves	  as	   the	  scene	   for	  at	   least	   two	  notions	  of	  transition	   for	   Marion,	   which	   are	   the	   transition	   from	   criminal	   to	   respectable	  citizen	   and	   the	   transition	   from	   life	   to	   death,	   hotels	   in	   Marnie	   are	   scenes	   of	  physical	   transition	  and	   transformation.	  We	   see	  Marnie	   in	   an	  unnamed	  hotel	   at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film	  and	  twice	  in	  The	  Red	  Fox	  Tavern,	  where	  she	  uses	  her	  real	   name.	   The	   transformation	   itself	  will	   be	   discussed	   below	   but	   The	   Red	   Fox	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Tavern	   is	   interesting	   for	   two	   reasons.	   Firstly,	   the	   transformation	   Marnie	  undergoes	  is	  from	  repression	  to	  liberation.	  The	  obvious	  sexual	  metaphor	  of	  her	  riding	   Forio	   has	   been	   much	   discussed	   in	   connection	   with	   her	   frigidity	   and	  requires	   no	   further	   comment	   here.111	  However,	   and	   secondly,	   the	   name	  of	   the	  tavern	  cannot	  be	  coincidental	  since	  it	  is	  a	  direct	  link	  to	  the	  fox	  killed	  during	  the	  foxhunt,	  which	  is	  the	  act	  that	  triggers	  Marnie’s	  final	  breakdown.	  Additionally	  the	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “red”	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  tavern	  alludes	  to	  both	  the	  bloodied	  fox	  that	  triggers	  Marnie’s	  final	  psychotic	  breakdown	  and	  the	  colour	  she	  sees	  in	  her	  dreams.	  	  It	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that	  we	  first	  see	  Marnie	  in	  a	  hotel	  as	  she	  walks	  away	  from	  camera	   along	   the	   corridor	   before	   turning	   right	   at	   the	   end.	   Freud,	   quoting	  Wilhelm	  Stekel,	  notes:	  
Right	   and	   left,	   according	   to	   Stekel,	   are	   to	   be	   understood	   in	   dreams	   in	   an	  ethical	   sense.	   “The	   right-­‐hand	   path	   always	   signifies	   the	   way	   to	  righteousness,	   the	   left-­‐hand	   path	   the	   path	   to	   crime…	   …	   The	   meaning	   is	  always	   determined	   by	   the	   individual	   moral	   standpoint	   of	   the	   dreamer”	  (Freud,	  1997:	  237).	  It	   is	  clear	  at	   this	  stage	  that	  Marnie’s	  moral	  standpoint	   is	  associated	  with	  crime,	  hence	  the	  turning	  right.	  In	  other	  words,	  what	  she	  considers	  at	  this	  stage	  to	  be	  the	  righteous	  path	  of	  crime.	  Yet	  this	  should	  be	  compared	  with	  the	  very	   last	  shot	  of	  the	  film	  where	  the	  car	  turns	  right	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  street	  where	  Marnie’s	  mother	  lives.	  Here,	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  Marnie’s	  moral	  standpoint	  has	  changed	  and	  she	  is	  heading	  in	  the	  direction	  of	  apparent	  righteousness.	  	  	  Moreover,	   in	   the	   walk	   down	   the	   corridor	   she	   carries	   her	   Freudian	   yellow	  handbag	   under	   her	   left	   arm	   and	   in	   her	   right	   hand	   another	   handbag	   which	   is	  wrapped-­‐up	   in	   brown	   paper.	   The	   porter	   carrying	   the	   purchases	   also	   carries	   a	  wrapped	   up	   suitcase	   in	   his	   right	   hand.	   These	   two	   items	   have	   obviously	   been	  recently	  purchased	  which	  indicates	  that	  she	  is	  purchasing	  her	  personalities	  and	  each	  suitcase	  represents	  a	  different	  one.	   In	  addition,	   that	   they	  are	  wrapped	  up	  
                                                           111	  (Cf.	  Wood	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  Films	  Revisited).	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can	   be	   said	   to	   symbolise	   the	   layers	   that	   Marnie	   has	   enveloped	   her	   own	  personality	  within	  and	  the	  elements	  she	  must	  unwrap.	  	  It	  was	  suggested	   in	  Chapter	  7.5	   that	  Marnie’s	  relationship	  with	  money	  and	  her	  desire	   to	   obtain	   money	   are	   a	   result	   of	   the	   original	   trauma.	   This	   link	   can	   be	  extended	   further	   if	   we	   accept	   that,	   in	   Psycho	   money	   is	   clearly	   equated	   with	  excrement112	  and	  I	  believe	  the	  analogy	  can	  be	  extended	  to	  the	  present	  film.	  After	  the	   first	   robbery,	  Marnie	  extracts	   from	   the	  yellow	  handbag	  her	   cosmetic	   items	  and	  purse,	  taking	  care	  not	  to	  touch	  the	  money	  and	  then,	  to	  paraphrase	  Cassidy	  in	  
Psycho,	  dumped	  it	  out	  into	  the	  suitcase	  before	  discarding	  the	  handbag.	  This	  lack	  of	  willingness	  to	  touch	  money	  is	  at	  its	  most	  heightened	  when	  Marnie	  is	  forced	  to	  try	  and	  take	   the	  money	  by	  Mark	  as	  she	  seeks	   to	   flee	   the	   family	  home	  after	  she	  has	  shot	  Forio.	  He	  uses	  the	  word	  “take”	  four	  times	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  money,	  but	  Marnie’s	  problem	  is	  not	  simply	  taking	  the	  money	  but	  touching	  the	  money,	  since	  it	  has	  now	  become	  a	  symbol	  of	  the	  original	  traumatic	  act	  and	  her	  sense	  of	  lack	  of	  cleanliness.	  	  
10.4	  Vertigo:	  “Who	  has	  the	  room	  on	  the	  second	  floor?”	  Madeleine/Judy’s	  relationship	  with	  hotels	   in	  Vertigo	   is	  more	  complex.	  The	   first	  point	   to	  note	   is	   that	   if	   the	  hotel	   is	   a	  place	  of	   transience	   then	  Madeleine/Judy’s	  appearance	   immediately	  makes	   them	   a	   symbolic	   version	   of	   her	   own	   transient	  personality.	   It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  at	  no	  time	   in	  the	   film	  is	   Judy	  allowed	  to	  be	  Judy,	   she	   is	  either	  Madeleine,	  or	   Judy	   trying	  not	   to	  be	  Madeleine	  or	   Judy	  being	  transformed	  into	  Madeleine.	  As	  Bailly	  points	  out:	  Lacan	   insists	   upon	   the	   fictional	   nature	   of	   the	   ego	   –	   fictional	   in	   both	   the	  original	  sense	  of	  “that	  which	  is	  fashioned/framed”	  and	  in	  its	  common	  sense	  of	  “an	  imaginary	  narrative”	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  35).	  This	   is	   exemplified	   in	   Judy	   acting	   as	   Madeleine.	   Gavin	   Elster	   has	   created	   an	  imaginary	   narrative	   which	   Judy	   inhabits	   and	   as	   a	   result,	   Judy’s	   Ego	   has	   been	  eradicated.	  But	  what	  of	  Judy’s	  Subject,	  if	  we	  accept:	  
                                                           112	  Cf.	  Sterritt	  pgs.	  100	  -­‐107	  in	  The	  Films	  of	  Alfred	  Hitchcock.	  	  See	  also	  (Freud,	  2002:	  271/2)	  in	  Chapter	  12.4	  of	  this	  thesis.	  
	   237 
One	   of	   Lacan’s	   most	   important	   maxims	   is	   that	   human	   beings	   are	   very	  largely	  oblivious	  of	   their	  own	  Subject;	   the	  ego	   is	  what	   the	  person	   says	  of	  him/herself;	  the	  Subject	  is	  the	  unrecognized	  self	  that	  is	  speaking	  (ibid:	  35).	  If	  Judy’s	  narrative	  is	  “I	  am	  Madeleine,”	  then	  is	  her	  Subject	  Madeleine’s	  or	  Judy’s?	  Since	  in	  our	  daily	  lives	  we	  are	  rarely	  aware	  that	  we	  are	  consciously	  constructing	  our	   Ego,	   I	   would	   suggest	   that	   Judy	   is	   fully	   aware	   that	   she	   is	   consciously	  constructing	  Madeleine’s	  Ego.	  Through	  such	  a	  process	  full	  of	  conscious	  thought,	  Judy’s	  Subject	  has	  been	  eradicated,	  since	  at	  no	  time	  is	  she	  allowed	  not	  to	  think.	  Bailly	  alludes	  to	  this:	  Indeed	   the	   Subject	   can	   only	   come	   into	   being	   when	   it	   is	   not	   thinking,	  because	   the	   very	   act	   of	   any	   thinking	   that	   involves	   its	   ego	   creates	   a	  smokescreen	  behind	  which	  it	  disappears	  (ibid:	  36).	  Thus	   the	   very	   conscious	   creation	   of	   Madeleine	   has	   destroyed	   Judy’s	   Subject,	  since,	  like	  the	  actress	  Kim	  Novak,	  she	  is	  constantly	  playing	  a	  role	  and	  has	  to	  think	  about	  how	  to	  play	  that	  role.	  	  This	   disappearance	   of	   Judy’s	   Subject	   can	   thus	   be	   said	   to	   be	   expressed	  symbolically	   by	   the	   ultimate	   transformation:	   Madeleine’s	   mysterious	  nonappearance/disappearance	   at	   the	   McKittrick	   Hotel.	   Indeed,	   in	   Lacanian	  terms,	  we	  can	  connect	  the	  disappearance	  of	  Judy’s	  Subject	  to	  the	  Mirror	  Stage:	  ”The	   function	  of	   the	  Mirror	   Stage…	   is	   to	   establish	   a	   relation	  between	   the	  organism	   and	   its	   reality”;	   this	   intellectual	   relationship	   of	   the	   Subject’s	  internal	  world	  and	  the	  external	  world	  is	  the	  beginning	  of	  consciousness	  of	  self	  as	  an	  object,	  and	  because	  of	  the	  mental	  process	  of	  translating	  the	  image	  into	   a	   concept	   of	   “self”,	   it	   is	   also	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   submission	   of	   the	  subjective	  self	  to	  processes	  of	  symbolization	  (ibid:	  31/2).	  The	   reality	   being	   created	   by	   Elster	   is	   Madeleine’s	   reality	   and	   not	   Judy’s.	  Therefore,	  it	  follows	  that	  the	  Subject	  being	  created	  is	  Madeleine	  and	  not	  Judy	  and	  the	   submission	  of	   the	   subjective	   self	   is,	   through	   the	   grey	   suit,	   blonde	  hair	   and	  jewellery,	   the	   symbolisation	   of	   Madeleine’s	   Ideal	   Ego,	   which	   Judy	   wishes	   to	  possess.	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10.5	  North	  by	  Northwest:	  “You’re	  the	  gentleman	  in	  room	  796,	  aren’t	  you?”	  
North	   by	   Northwest	   is	   also	   a	   film	   about	   the	   transformation	   of	   individuals	   and	  hotels	  play	  a	  significant	  symbolic	  role	  in	  this	  transformation.	  Apart	  from	  this,	   it	  might	  also	  be	  argued	  that	  hotels	  are	  also	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  superficiality	  in	  contemporary	  American	  middle-­‐class	  life	  Hitchcock	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  exploring	  in	  this	  film,	  since	  their	  use	  is	  one	  of	  several	  elements	  that	  may	  support	  this	  claim.	  This	   position	   counteracts	   that	   considered	   in	   Richard	   H.	   Millington’s	   essay,	  “Hitchcock	   and	  American	  Character:	  The	  Comedy	  of	   Self-­‐Construction	   in	  North	  
by	  Northwest”	  (1999):	  The	  film	  is,	  I	  will	  be	  arguing,	  not	  only	  a	  psychological	  allegory	  of	  maturity,	  but	   a	   historical	   or	   “anthropological”	   allegory	   of	   the	   relation	   between	  character	  and	  culture;	   its	  central	  subject	   is	  not	  selfhood	  but	   ideology,	  and	  its	   relation	   to	   ideology	   is	   not	   symptomatic	   but	   analytic	   (Freedman	   et	   al,	  1999:	  136).	  As	   stated	   in	   this	   quotation,	  Millington	   argues	   that	   the	  maturation	   of	   Thornhill	  and	  Kendall	   (Eve	  Marie	  Saint)	   is	   the	  necessary	  outcome	  within	   the	   ideology	  of	  individualism	  he	  believes	   the	   film	   is	  promoting.	  Contrary	   to	   this	  view,	   I	  will	  be	  putting	   forward	   the	   notion	   that	   the	   film	   is	   not	   about	   achieving	   maturity,	   but	  instead	   is	   depicting	   and	   playfully	   parodying	   the	   shallowness	   of	   individual	  concerns	   that	   Hitchcock	   would	   appear	   to	   discern	   within	   aspects	   of	   mid-­‐twentieth	  century	  life	  in	  America.	  	  	  While	  hotels	  are	  an	  essential	  thread	  in	  the	  tapestry	  Hitchcock	  weaves	  in	  his	  films	  of	  contemporary	  America,	  they	  are	  but	  one	  of	  a	  number	  of	  strands.	  All	  of	  these	  elements	   depict	   a	   cult	   of	   the	   individual	   which,	   according	   to	   Freud,	   writing	   in	  
Civilization	   and	   its	   Discontents,	   in	   relation	   specifically	   to	   America,	   “Offer(s)	   a	  good	  opportunity	  for	  studying	  this	  injurious	  effect	  of	  civilization	  which	  we	  have	  reason	   to	   dread”(Freud,	   2010:	   93).	   Hitchcock’s	   treatment	   of	   some	   of	   these	  elements	  needs	  to	  be	  addressed	  before	  his	  treatment	  of	  hotels	  in	  the	  film	  can	  be	  examined.	  	  The	  first	  element	  I	  would	  like	  to	  consider	  is	  the	  very	  first	  shot	  of	  the	  film	  in	  the	  opening	  credits.	  We	  are	  presented	  with	  the	  familiar	  M.G.M.	  lion	  announcing	  the	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studio	  producing	   the	   film.	  What	   is	  unusual,	   though,	   is	   that	   the	   lion	   is	   grey	  and	  everything	   outside	   of	   the	   spool	   of	   film	   that	   makes	   up	   its	   framing	   device,	   an	  almost	   luminous	  green.	  This	  striking	  design	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  deliberate	  and	   symbolic.	   If	   we	   consider	   the	   image	   as	   a	   rebus,	   then	   we	   have	   before	   us	   a	  green	   lion.	  The	  green	   lion	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  alchemic	  symbol	  and	  thus	  a	  symbol	   of	   transformation.	   Adam	   Maclean	   writing	   on	   the	   website	   “Animal	  Symbolism	  in	  Alchemy”113	  states:	  The	   Green	   Lion	   devouring	   the	   sun	   is	   a	   famous	   image	   in	   alchemy	   being	  depicted	   in	  many	  manuscripts	   and	   engravings,	   and	   can	   be	   thought	   of	   as	  aqua	   regia	   dissolving	   the	   solar	   gold	   and	   forming	   a	   solution	  which	  would	  readily	  tinge	  metals	  with	  gold.	  Thus,	   by	  having	   the	   lead-­‐coloured	   lion	   transform	   into	   the	   gold	   included	   in	   the	  surname	  Goldwyn	  of	  M.G.M,	  Saul	  Bass	  and	  Hitchcock	  have	   immediately	  given	  a	  symbolic	  clue	  as	  to	  the	  film’s	  theme	  of	  the	  transformation	  of	  a	  baser	  form	  of	  the	  individual	  into	  a	  higher	  state,	  a	  trajectory	  followed	  by	  both	  Roger	  Thornhill	  and	  Eve	  Kendall.	   	  Nonetheless,	   it	  will	  be	  argued	   that,	  as	   in	   the	  case	  of	  alchemy,	   the	  transformations	   of	   Thornhill	   and	   Eve	  will	   ultimately	   be	   unsuccessful;	   a	   notion	  which	  the	  opening	  credits	  can	  also	  be	  said	  to	  allude	  to,	  due	  to	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  alchemic	  process.	  	  This	   failed	   trajectory	   of	   trying	   to	  move	   to	   a	   higher	   state	   but	   being	   doomed	   to	  remain	  as	  a	  baser	  form	  of	  the	  individual	  might	  be	  considered	  one	  which	  the	  film	  uses	  in	  its	  very	  narrative	  structure.	  The	  events	  of	  the	  film,	   if	  considered	  from	  a	  position	   that	   Hitchcock	   would	   find	   displeasing,	   are	   not	   logical	   or	   are	   morally	  improper.	   If	   anything,	   they	   indicate	   parody,	   such	   as	   the	   auction	   scene,114	   the	  value	   of	   lying,	   indicated	   in	   Thornhill’s	   initial	   appropriation	   of	   the	   taxi	   or	   far-­‐fetched,	   as	   in	   the	   irrational	   way	   Vandamm	   attempts	   to	   kill	   Thornhill	   in	   the	  drunken	   car	   ride.	   In	   fact,	   they	   recall	   Freud’s	   comment	   in	   the	   aforementioned	  source:	  
                                                           113	  www.alchemywebsite.com/animal.html	  .	  Accessed	  21st	  October	  2016.	  114	  There	  is	  a	  precedent	  to	  the	  auction	  scene	  using	  the	  same	  premise	  of	  a	  character	  delaying	  events	  by	  absurd	  bids.	  It	  is	  Anthony	  Asquith’s	  Cottage	  to	  Let	  (1941)	  starring	  Alistair	  Sim	  in	  which	  the	  absurd	  bidding	  is	  used	  to	  uncover	  a	  5th	  columnist	  rather	  than	  for	  comic	  effect.	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We	  are	  imminently	  threatened	  with	  the	  dangers	  of	  a	  state	  one	  might	  call	  “la	  
misère	   psychologique”	   of	   groups.	   This	   danger	   is	   most	   menacing	   where	  social	   forms	   of	   cohesion	   consist	   predominantly	   of	   identifications	   of	   the	  individuals	  in	  the	  group	  with	  one	  another	  (Freud,	  2010:	  93).	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  what	  Freud	  addresses	  as	  the	  individual’s	  identification	  with	  other	  members	  of	  the	  group	  	  is	  precisely	  the	  area	  promoted	  by	  Thornhill’s	  career	  in	   advertising,	   of	   which	   he	   says,	   “There’s	   no	   such	   thing	   as	   a	   lie.	   There’s	   only	  expedient	  exaggeration.”	  	  
It	  is	  through	  advertising	  that	  we	  identify	  what	  it	  is	  that	  we	  desire	  and	  what	  it	  is	  we	  are	  told	  to	  desire.	  Besides	  this,	  advertising	  seeks	  to	  make	  us	  want	  the	  same	  things	   as	   everyone	   else.	  This,	   I	  would	   contend,	   is	   an	   example	  of	   the	   individual	  identifying	  with	  the	  group.	  Such	  an	  approach	  leads	  one	  to	  consider	  that,	  if	  we	  are	  judged	  by	  what	  we	  have,	  rather	  than	  by	  what	  we	  are,	  it	  is	  inevitable	  that	  this	  will	  lead	  to	  being	  preoccupied	  with	  the	  superficial,	  or,	  as	  Fredric	  Jameson	  calls	  it,	  in	  another	  context,	  a	  “depthlessness.”115	  
It	  might	   be,	   therefore,	   be	   argued,	   that	  Hitchcock,	   through	   adopting	   such	   a	   glib	  attitude	  to	  plot	  concerns,	  is	  suggesting	  that	  modern	  life	  is	  perceived	  with	  all	  the	  seriousness	   of	   a	   recreation,	   as	   suggested,	   for	   example,	   by	   Vandamm’s	   urbane	  comment	  of,	  “That’s	  not	  very	  sporting.	  Using	  real	  bullets.”	  Additionally,	  the	  film	  could	  also	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  pastiche	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  “man	  on	  the	  run”	  films,	  
The	  39	  Steps	  and	  Saboteur,	  if	  we	  consider	  Jameson’s	  definition:	  Pastiche	  is,	  like	  parody,	  the	  imitation	  of	  a	  peculiar	  or	  unique,	  idiosyncratic	  style,	  the	  wearing	  of	  a	  linguistic	  mask,	  speech	  in	  a	  dead	  language.	  But	  it	  is	  a	  neutral	  practice	  of	  such	  mimicry	  (Jameson,	  1991:	  16).	  If	   one	   accepts	   that	  Hitchcock’s	   style	   is	   both	  unique	   and	   idiosyncratic,	   then	   the	  neutral,	  superficial	  way	  in	  which	  politics	  is	  treated	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest	  needs	  to	  be	  contrasted	  with	  the	  earlier	  “man	  on	  the	  run”	  films.	  The	  MacGuffin,	  which	  is	  not	  George	  Kaplan	  but	  the	  microfilm,	  is	  only	  revealed	  to	  the	  protagonists	  and	  the	  audience	   when	   the	   statuette	   containing	   it	   is	   shattered	   on	  Mt.	   Rushmore,	   thus	  making	  it	  almost	  an	  afterthought	  of	  political	  content.	  	  
                                                           
115 Postmodernism,	  or,	  The	  Cultural	  Logic	  of	  Late	  Capitalism. 	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Whereas,	   in	   both	   previous	   films,	   there	   is	   a	   sense	   that	   the	   underlying	   political	  momentum	   is	   both	   threatening	   and	   real.	   	   Since	   both	   the	  1930s	   and	   the	  1950s	  were	  periods	  when	  world	  politics	  was	  far	  from	  being	  a	  superficial	  concern,	  then	  I	  would	   suggest	   that	   in	   the	   third	   film	   of	   this	   triad,	   Hitchcock	   is	   exploring	   the	  politics	  of	  superficiality	  and	  offering	  a	  pastiche	  of	  his	  former	  work.	  	  To	   support	   this	   idea,	   the	   professor,	   with	   his	   comment	   on	   the	   organization	   he	  works	  for	  as	  being,	  “All	  part	  of	  the	  same	  alphabet	  soup,”	  reduces	  the	  seriousness	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  to	  the	  level	  of	  an	  advertising	  slogan.	  This	  is	  more	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  language	  of	  Thornhill’s	  profession	  	  than	  the	  discourse	  of	  international	  affairs.	  	  The	   hotel	   room,	  with	   its	   identical,	   depersonalised	   furniture	   and	   décor	   in	   each	  room	   can,	   in	   this	   context,	   act	   as	   a	   metonym	   for	   this	   superficiality:	   nothing	   is	  personalised	   or	   personal,	   everything	   is	   uniform,	   reproduced	   and	   lacking	   in	  character.	   In	   this	   context,	   Kaplan,	   through	   his	  mobile	   non-­‐existence	   in	   various	  hotels	  rooms,	  acts	  as	  the	  perfect	  cipher	  for	  a	  life	  which	  is	  lived	  on	  the	  surface:	  in	  a	   world	   so	   concerned	  with	   appearance,	   the	   individual	   disappears.	   Freud’s	   full	  comment	  on	  America	  referred	  to	  above	  is	  as	  follows:	  The	   state	   of	   civilization	   in	   America	   at	   the	   present	   day	   offers	   a	   good	  opportunity	  for	  studying	  this	  injurious	  effect	  of	  civilization	  which	  we	  have	  reason	  to	  dread.	  But	  I	  will	  resist	  the	  temptation	  to	  enter	  upon	  a	  criticism	  of	  American	   culture;	   I	   have	   no	   desire	   to	   give	   the	   impression	   that	   I	   would	  employ	  American	  methods	  myself	  (Freud,	  2010:	  93).	  While	  writing	   in	   1930	   the	   “injurious	   effect”	   Freud	   refers	   to	   is	   the	   individual’s	  identification	  with	  a	  society,	  I	  would	  contend	  this	  effect	  is	  even	  more	  applicable	  to	   late	   1950s	   America.	   Frederic	   Jameson	   goes	   even	   further	   in	   his	   essay	  “Postmodernism,	  or,	   the	  Cultural	  Logic	  of	  Late	  Capitalism”,	  when	  he	  states	   that	  what	  we	   are	   experiencing	   in	   this	   uniform	   superficiality	   is,	   “The	   "death"	   of	   the	  subject	  itself	  -­‐-­‐	  the	  end	  of	  the	  autonomous	  bourgeois	  monad	  or	  ego	  or	  individual”	  (Jameson,	   1991:	   14).	   Thus,	   Thornhill,	   through	   his	   position	   as	   an	   advertising	  executive,	   is	   the	  embodiment	  of	   the	  end	  of	   the	   individual:	   like	   the	   initial	   “O”	  of	  his	  middle	  name,	  he	   starts	   the	   film	  as	  nothing	  and	  ends	   the	   film	  as	   a	  different	  form	   of	   nothing,	   as	   Kaplan,	   a	   character	   who	   doesn’t	   exist.	   To	   achieve	   this	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different	  form	  of	  nothingness,	  Thornhill	  needs	  to	  transform	  himself	  by	  changing	  the	  costume	  he	  wears.	  This	  he	  does	  through	  via	  the	  hotel	  room	  which	  now,	  due	  to	  the	  time	  spent	  in	  them	  and	  activities	  conducted	  in	  them,	  functions	  more	  like	  the	  changing	  rooms	  in	  a	  department	  store.	  	  	  	  These	   hotel	   rooms	   also	   involve	   role-­‐playing,	   but	   not	   from	   the	   Lee	   Strasberg	  school	   of	   acting,	   which	   Vandamm	   pointedly	   refers	   to,	   but	   the	   school	   of	  superficiality	  that	  advertising	  educates	  us	  in.	  There	  are	  in	  fact	  five	  scenes	  which	  take	  place	  in	  what	  can	  be	  called	  hotel	  bedrooms.	  The	  two	  scenes	  in	  the	  Plaza	  and	  the	  Ambassador,	   the	   two	  scenes	   in	   the	   sleeping	   compartment	  on	   the	   train	  and	  the	  hospital	  scene.	  This	  latter	  can	  be	  accepted	  as	  such	  if	  we	  accept	  Robin	  Wood’s	  misreading	   of	   the	   scene,	   in	  which	   he	   describes	   Thornhill’s	   escape	   through	   the	  bedroom	   of	   the	   patient	   next	   door	   as	   follows,	   “Cary	   Grant’s	   nocturnal	   passage	  through	  her	  bedroom	  as	  he	  escapes	  from	  the	  hotel	  in	  which	  the	  head	  of	  the	  C.I.A.	  has	  imprisoned	  him”	  (Wood,	  2002:	  132).	  Such	  a	  misreading	  can	  be	  understood	  if	  we	   consider	   that	   Wood	   was	   writing	   in	   1965	   and	   did	   not	   have	   access	   to	   the	  multiple	  viewings	  available	  today.	  Yet	  it	  is	  relevant,	  since	  the	  hospital	  serves	  the	  same	   function	   as	   a	   hotel	   to	   the	   uninjured	   Thornhill;	   a	   place	   to	   rest	   and	  contemplate	  his	  next	  strategy,	  albeit	  under	  lock	  and	  key.	  	  If	  the	  hospital	  bedroom	  is	  accepted	  as	  another	  form	  of	  transient	  space,	  then	  each	  of	   the	   three	   hotel	   scenes	   serve	   very	   specific	   purposes.	   The	   first	   involves	   the	  previously	  mentioned	   costume.	   In	   each	   of	   the	   scenes,	   Thornhill	   is	   involved	   in	  either	   assessing,	   cleaning	  or	   changing	   costume.	  His	   clothing	   should	   considered	  as	  a	  costume	  not	  just	  because	  Cary	  Grant,	  the	  actor,	  is	  wearing	  them	  but	  also	  due	  to	   the	  many	  references	   the	   film	  makes	   to	  acting.	  Equally,	   the	   film	   is	  concerned	  with	   the	   transition	   of	   Cary	   Grant	   from	   Roger	   Thornhill	   to	   George	   Kaplan,	   the	  man	  everyone	  seeks	  but	  who	  doesn’t	  exist.	  	  In	   the	   first	   hotel	   bedroom	   sequence,	  where	   he	   is	  with	   his	  mother,	   he	   tries	   on	  Kaplan’s	   jacket	  and	  assesses	   the	   length	  of	   the	   trousers.	  This	  can	  be	  considered	  Thornhill’s	  first	  tentative	  steps	  towards	  trying	  on	  the	  Kaplan	  personality	  for	  size.	  Sarcastically,	   given	   her	   relationship	   with	   her	   son,	   but	   pertinently	   in	   terms	   of	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Thornhill’s	   supposed	  character	  growth,	   as	  he	  holds	  up	   the	   trousers	   to	   see	   that	  they	   are	   too	   short	   for	  him,	  mother	   (Jessie	  Royce	  Landis)	   says,	   “Ah!	  Now	   that’s	  much	  better!”	  	  	  In	   fact,	  mother’s	   persistent	   sarcasm	   in	   the	   scenes	   she	   has	  with	   her	   son,	  while	  presenting	   a	   more	   light-­‐hearted	   tone	   than	   Hitchcock’s	   generally	   negative	  depictions	   of	  mothers,	   also	   offers	   a	   relevant	   comment	   in	   the	   present	   film.	  Her	  sarcasm,	   the	   so-­‐called	   lowest	   form	   of	  wit,	   is	   another	   indicator	   that	   the	   film	   is	  concerned	   with	   baser	   forms	   of	   the	   individual	   and	   indicates	   that	   Thornhill	  himself	   has	   apparently	   relied	   on	   show	   rather	   than	   substance	   as	   a	   method	   of	  dealing	  with	   contemporary	   living.	   This,	   in	   turn,	   can	   be	   said	   to	   be	   another	   by-­‐product	  of	  working	  in	  the	  advertising	  industry.	  
	  Prior	   to	  a	  discussion	  of	   the	  second	  hotel	  bedroom,	   the	  scene	  which	  precedes	   it	  needs	   to	   be	   mentioned:	   the	   crop	   dusting	   scene.	   Robin	  Wood	   states	   that	   it	   is,	  “…justly	  famous	  and	  seems	  widely	  accepted	  as	  one	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  brilliant	  set	  pieces”	  (ibid:	  137).	  While	  Lesley	  Brill	  rightly	  states	  that,	  “After	  he	  returns	  to	  Chicago,	  his	  isolation	  begins	  to	  decrease	  and	  his	  ignorance	  is	  gradually	  replaced	  by	  understanding”	  (Brill,	  1988:	  14).	  However,	  what	  hasn’t	  been	  commented	  on	  is	  the	   purpose	   of	   crop	   dusting	   in	   general.	  What	   crop	   dusting	   does	   is	   cleanse	   the	  crops	  of	  blight	  and	  disease,	  so	  that	  the	  crops	  themselves	  will	  grow	  healthy	  and	  strong.	   In	   this	  sense,	   the	  scene	  can	  be	  read	  metaphorically	  as	  a	  dry-­‐cleaning	  of	  Thornhill’s	   trivial	  Madison	  Avenue	  advertising	  attitudes,	  which	  up	  to	   this	  point	  have	   predominated.	   Moreover,	   if	   read	   in	   this	   way,	   the	   scene	   foreshadows	   the	  sponge	   and	  press	  Thornhill’s	   suit	   needs	   in	   the	  next	   scene.	  Within	   this	   context,	  Brill’s	   comment	   gains	   added	   resonance,	   since	   Thornhill,	   having	   been	   dry-­‐cleaned,	  is	  now	  in	  a	  position	  to	  receive	  the	  understanding	  he	  needs	  to	  complete	  his	  quest	  and	  be	  on	  the	  path	  to	  developing	  a	  less	  shallow	  psyche.	  	  I	  would	  also	  suggest	  that	  Hitchcock	  offers	  an	  ironic	  image	  of	  precisely	  this	  point	  when	  Thornhill	   returns	   to	   the	  Ambassador	  Hotel	   after	   the	  attack.	  As	  he	  enters	  the	  hotel	  lobby,	  we	  see	  a	  blonde	  woman	  dressed	  in	  black,	  thus	  recalling	  Eve	  and	  her	   clothing	  of	   earlier,	   escorting	  a	   trimmed,	  pampered	  poodle	  on	  a	   lead	  out	  of	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the	  hotel.	  What	   is	  of	   significance,	   though,	   is	   that	   the	  dog	   is	  of	  exactly	   the	  same	  shade	   of	   grey	   as	  Thornhill’s	   suit.	   Thus,	   symbolically,	   the	  woman	   is	   leading	   the	  frivolous	  and	  pampered	  attitudes	  Thornhill	  has	  previously	  embodied	  out	  of	  the	  hotel	  and	  film.	  
	  The	   second	   hotel	   bedroom	   sequence	   sees	   Thornhill,	   now	   aware	   of	   Eve’s	  duplicitous	   nature,	   for	   the	   first	   time	   in	   the	   film	   beginning	   to	   play	   a	   conscious	  role.	   As	   he	   goes	   along	   with	   Eve’s	   request	   to	   take	   a	   shower	   and	   have	   his	   suit	  cleaned	   he	   spies	   on	   her	   through	   the	   crack	   in	   the	   bathroom	   door	   while	  pretending	   to	   have	   his	   shower.	   As	   has	   previously	   been	   discussed,	   once	  metaphorically	   cleansed,	   he	   is	   now	   able	   to	   understand	   and	   question	   more	  effectively.	   What	   is	   paradoxical,	   yet	   in	   keeping	   with	   the	   film’s	   critique	   of	  contemporary	  America,	  is	  that	  it	  is	  only	  through	  playing	  a	  role	  that	  he	  achieves	  greater	   understanding.	   Additionally,	   his	   role-­‐playing	   affords	   him	   control	   of	   his	  narrative	  arc,	  with	  the	  auction	  scene	  a	  clear	  example	  of	  this.	  That	  he	  must	  play	  the	  part	  of	  an	  individual	  questioning	  the	  veracity	  of	  works	  of	  art	  offers	  an	  ironic	  comment	  on	  the	  superficiality	  Hitchcock	  is	  exploring.	  
	  The	   final	   bedroom	   scene,	   which	   takes	   place	   in	   the	   hospital,	   involves	   the	  professor	  giving	  him,	  unnecessarily,	  a	  new	  shirt,	  a	  pair	  of	  slacks	  and	  shoes.	  It	  is	  therefore	   the	  professor	  and	  not	  Thornhill	  who	   instigates	   the	   transformation	  of	  character	   from	  Thornhill	   to	  Kaplan.	  The	  act	   is	   also	   reminiscent	  of	   the	   scene	   in	  
Sabotage,	  where	  Steve	  (Desmond	  Tester)	  is	  scrubbed	  and	  polished	  in	  the	  street	  before	   he	   delivers	   the	   film.	   Susan	   Smith,	   writing	   in	   “A	   Cinema	   Based	   on	  
Sabotage,”	  says	  of	  Steve’s	  transformation:	  The	   street	   pedlar	   brushes	   the	   child’s	   teeth	   and	   grooms	   his	   hair	   before	  sending	  him	  on	  his	  way	  with	  the	  observation	  that	  he	  is	  now	  “groomed	  for	  stardom”	  (Smith,	  2000:	  9).	  Through	   the	   situations	   he	   has	   lived	   through	   and	   the	   change	   of	   costume,	  Thornhill	  himself	  has	  been	  “groomed	  for	  stardom”	  and	  is	  now	  prepared	  to	  play	  the	  role	  of	  the	  proactive,	  rather	  than	  reactive,	  protagonist.	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That	   the	   two	   scenes	   in	   the	   sleeping	   compartment116	   should	   be	   considered	   as	  concomitant	   with	   hotels	   is	   indicated	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	   screenplay,	   when	  Thornhill	  asks	  for	  a	  bedroom	  on	  the	  Twentieth	  Century	  sleeper	  train	  at	  the	  ticket	  office	  of	  Grand	  Central	  Station.	  The	  word	  “bedroom”	  jars	  in	  its	  inappropriateness	  and,	  thus,	  allows	  us	  to	  conjecture	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  making	  a	  sardonic	  comment	  on	   bedrooms	   in	   the	   twentieth	   century.	   Jonathan	   Freedman	   describe	   the	   train	  compartment	  as	  the	  “Twentieth	  Century	  mobile	  bedroom”	  (Freedman	  et	  al	  1999:	  141).	   This	   phrase	   says	   much	   about	   mid-­‐20th	   century	   mobility	   and	   reflects	  Thornhill’s	   and	   Eve’s	   own	   nomadic	   natures.	   By	   implication,	   Hitchcock	   would	  seem	  to	  be	  suggesting	  that	  modern	  life	  itself	  for	  the	  single	  heterosexual	  is	  one	  of	  wondering	   looking	   for	   an	   appropriate	   identity	   and	   spouse.	   Additionally,	   such	  frenetic	   mobility,	   embodied	   by	   Thornhill’s	   constant	   involvement	   in	   action,	  suggests	  a	  rootless	  superficiality	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  modern	  relationship	  and	  life	  in	  general.	  	  	  This	  irony	  is	  given	  added	  depth	  by	  the	  evident,	  and	  Hitchcock-­‐admitted,	  phallic	  symbolism	  of	  the	  last	  scene.	  Yes,	  Thornhill	  has	  raised	  up	  the	  fallen	  women,	  with	  the	   Freudian	   symbolism	   evident,	   and	   given	   her	   the	   respectability	   of	   marriage	  that	  single	  women	  in	  the	  1950s	  apparently	  desire.	  Lesley	  Brill	  comments	  on	  the	  end	   of	   the	   film	   as	   follows,	   “Eve	   and	  Thornhill	   are	   alienated,	   uncertain	   of	   their	  own	   identities,	   and	   in	   need	   of	   mates.	   Each	   for	   the	   other	   fills	   voids	   and	   ends	  idleness”	   (Brill,	   1988:	   21).	   Admittedly,	   they	   find	   their	   mates.	   And	   yet,	   this	  discovery,	   I	  believe,	   is	  undermined	  by	  what	  might	  be	  considered	  a	  deliberately	  perfunctory	  resolution	  of	   the	  narrative	  arc	  and	  one	  which	  offers	   the	  viewer	  an	  empty	   feeling	   of	   anti-­‐climax.	   Furthermore,	   as	   will	   be	   developed	   below,	   the	  dissatisfaction	   the	   audience	   member	   feels	   with	   the	   rushed	   conclusion	   is	  synonymous	  with	  how	  the	  Thornhills	  will	  interact	  with	  each	  other	  after	  the	  train	  has	  exited	  the	  metaphoric	  tunnel	  of	  carnal	  activity.	  
	  The	  scene	  is	  well	  known:	  Thornhill	  holds	  onto	  the	  perilously	  placed	  Eve	  on	  the	  face	  of	  Mount	  Rushmore,	  only	   for	   the	  scene	   to	  cut	   to	  him	  hoisting	  her	   into	   the	  
                                                           
116 They also involve Thornhill being transformed. The first scene involves his transformation from 
passenger to railway porter and the final scene he is transformed from bachelor to spouse. 	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wedding	   bed	   and	   then	   the	   train	   speeding	   into	   the	   tunnel.	   The	   15-­‐second	  sequence	   in	  which	   the	   viewer	   is	   carried	   from	  suspense	   to	   resolution	   is	   abrupt	  and	  offers	  a	  comment	  on	  the	  unseen	  acceptance	  of	  the	  mount-­‐top	  proposal	  and	  wedding	  ceremony.117	  	  
	  This	  cinematic	  sleight-­‐of-­‐hand	  is,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  evidence	  of	  their	  prospects	  as	  a	  married	   couple.	   It	   first	   brings	   to	  mind	   the	   adage	   “marry	   in	   haste,	   repent	   at	  leisure.”	   Thornhill	   and	   Eve’s	   haste	   is	   evident	   in	   the	   details,	   referred	   to	   above,	  contained	  within	  Hitchcock’s	  cut	  from	  the	  mount	  to	  the	  train	  and	  metaphorically	  indicated	   in	  the	  speed	  of	   the	  moving	  train,	  but	  what	   is	  equally	  relevant	   is	   their	  decision	   to	   spend,	   presumably,	   the	   first	   night	   of	   their	   marriage	   in	   the	   mobile	  bedroom	  the	  train	  provides.118	  	  	  This	  scenario,	  one	  can	  conjecture,	  indicates	  future	  possible	  dissatisfactions.	  The	  twice	  married	   Thornhill	   and	   Eve,	   who,	   one	   weekend,	   “decided	   to	   fall	   in	   love”	  with	  an	  enemy	  of	  the	  state,	  will	  grow	  tired	  of	  a	  partner	  who	  “doesn’t	  believe	  in	  marriage,”	  to	  paraphrase	  Eve.	  Such	  an	  outcome	  is	  foregrounded	  in	  the	  very	  first	  lines	  of	  the	  film,	  when	  Thornhill	  says	  to	  an	  employee	  of	  his	  advertising	  firm,	  “Say	  hello	  to	  the	  missus,”	  to	  which	  the	  employee	  replies,	  “We’re	  not	  talking.”	  	  This	   situation	   is	   also	   alluded	   to	   in	  Thornhill’s	   costume	   in	   this	   last	   scene.	  He	   is	  still	  dressed	  in	  the	  trousers	  which	  are	  slightly	  too	  short.	  In	  other	  words,	  he	  is	  still	  playing	   the	   part	   of	   Kaplan,	   as	   symbolised	   by	   the	   trousers.	  What	   is	   of	   interest	  here,	  though,	  is	  that	  the	  Ego	  he	  is	  projecting	  is	  of	  a	  man	  who	  does	  not	  exist,	  while	  his	   Subject,	   as	   symbolised,	   and	   referred	   to	   in	   the	   script,	   by	   the	   initial	   O	   of	   his	  middle	  name,	  is	  also	  zero,	  i.e.	  nothing.	  Therefore,	  the	  Thornhill	  who	  ends	  the	  film	  is	   a	   cipher	   for	   absent	   content	   and	   is	   playing	   the	   role	   of	   husband.	   	   This	   role-­‐
                                                           117	  Rebecca	  at	  least	  offers	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  wedding	  ceremony,	  in	  a	  French	  courtyard,	  and	  honeymoon,	  with	  the	  ominous	  torrential	  rain	  on	  “I”’s	  arrival	  at	  Manderley,	  while	  Suspicion	  achieves	  the	  ellipsis	  of	  proposal	  to	  first	  married	  steps	  with	  the	  abundant	  post-­‐honeymoon	  luggage	  stickers.	  
118 One final comment needs to be made on the train entering the tunnel. It marks the end of Cary 
Grant’s association with Hitchcock. This is an association which began eighteen years earlier, in 
Suspicion, on a train emerging from the darkness of a tunnel with Grant saying, “I’m terribly sorry, I 
didn’t realize we were going into a tunnel.” Such symmetry I find formally satisfying. 	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playing	   in	   turn	   links	   this	   scene	   to	   Vandamm’s	   dry	   comment	   on	   Thornhill’s	  impending	  death,	  the	  ultimate	  absence	  of	  content,	  at	  the	  auction,	  “Your	  very	  next	  role,	   and	   you'll	   be	   quite	   convincing,	   I	   assure	   you.”	   Thus,	   in	   the	   Hitchcock	  universe,	  marriage	  and	  death	  can	  be	  seen	  disturbingly	  as	  synonymous	  states.	  	  Similarly	  Eve	  is	  involved	  in	  the	  playing	  of	  roles.	  Her	  roles,	  though,	  are	  seemingly	  in	   constant	   flux.	   While	   Marnie	   plays	   the	   role	   of	   the	   efficient	   secretary	   and	  Madeleine,	  the	  siren	  in	  Scottie’s	  dream,	  these	  roles	  are	  consistent	  and	  played	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  the	  male	  protagonists	  and	  not	  the	  audience.	  Eve’s	  characters	  and	  the	  way	  she	  plays	  them	  is	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  the	  protagonist	  and	  the	  audience.	  	  The	   audience	   experiences	   her	   first	   as	   a	   conveniently	   available,	   but	   perhaps	  morally	   loose,	   alibi	   for	   Thornhill,	   then	   she	   is	   quickly	   transformed	   into	  duplicitous	   femme	  fatale,	  as	   the	  note,	   “What	  do	   I	  do	  with	  him	  in	   the	  morning?”	  passed	  to	  Vandamm	  on	  the	  train	  reveals.	  Her	  next	  transformation	  occurs	  when	  Thornhill	   visits	   her	   in	   the	   hotel	   room	   and	   we	   sense	   a	   degree	   of	   her	   relief	   at	  Thornhill’s	   surviving	   the	   crop	  duster	   attack,	  making	  her	   a	   femme	   fatale	  with	   a	  conscience,	  a	  position	  which	  is	  developed	  further	  in	  the	  auction	  scene.	  Her	  final	  transformation	   into	   legitimate	   screen	   heroine	   is	   achieved	   when	   the	   professor	  reveals	  to	  Thornhill	  who	  she	  really	  is	  on	  the	  airport	  tarmac.	  	  	  In	   contrast,	  while	   Thornhill	   increasingly	   becomes	  Kaplan,	   the	   audience	   has	   no	  sense	   of	   character	   change	   in	   him	   for	   two	   reasons.	   The	   first	   is	   obviously	   Cary	  Grant’s	   star	   persona,	   which	   offers	   the	   steadiness	   of	   moral	   attractiveness	  expected	  of	  a	   leading	  man.	  Stanley	  Cavell	  alludes	   to	   this	   in	  his	  essay	  “North	  by	  Northwest,”	  (1984)	  	  when	  he	  states:	  Cary	  Grant	  would	  be	  more	  or	   less	  who	  he	   is	   if	  Roger	  Thornhill	  had	  never	  existed,	  whereas	  Roger	  Thornhill	  would	  be	  nothing	  apart	  from	  Cary	  Grant	  (Deutelbaum	  et	  al,	  2009:	  252).	  The	   second	   reason	   is	   that	  we	  have	  accompanied	  Thornhill	   through	  his	  various	  adventures	  and	  have	  known	   from	  the	  outset	   that	  he	   is	   innocent.	  Thus,	   the	   two	  main	  quests	  he	  undergoes,	  to	  find	  out	  who	  Kaplan	  is	  and	  to	  rescue	  Eve,	  are	  both	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traditionally	  acceptable	  goal-­‐oriented	  feats	  that	  Classic	  Hollywood	  expects	  of	  its	  heroes.	  	  Whilst	  these	  goals	  are	  traditionally	  acceptable,	  they	  occur	  within	  a	  film	  which	  is	  more	   concerned	   with	   performance	   and	   the	   superficiality	   of	   that	   performance	  than	  moral	  substance.	  As	  has	  been	  argued,	   the	   film	  has	  very	  clear	  strategies	   to	  depict	  this	  superficiality.	  There	  is	  one	  further	  element	  that	  can	  be	  added	  to	  this,	  if	   we	   accept	   Freud’s	   notion	   on	   the	   personality	   of	   a	   community,	   “It	   can	   be	  maintained	   that	   the	   community,	   too,	   develops	   a	   super-­‐ego,	   under	   whose	  influence	   cultural	   evolution	   proceeds”	   (Freud,	   2010:	   136).	   In	   view	   of	   this,	   the	  role-­‐playing	   in	   North	   by	   Northwest	   is	   performed	   at	   the	   behest	   of	   a	   societal	  Superego	  which	   values	   such	   performances.	   Additionally,	   in	   such	   a	   society,	   the	  concerns	  of	  the	  individual	  are	  dispensable.	  The	  professor,	  who	  I	  would	  suggest	  is	  the	   representative	   of	   this	   Superego,	   abandons	   both	   Thornhill	   and	   Eve	   at	   key	  points	  so	  that	  they	  have	  to	  play	  roles	  which	  might	  lead	  to	  their	  deaths;	  roles	  in	  which	  individual	  concerns	  have	  no	  place.	  	  	  This	   in	   itself	   can	  be	   said	   to	  be	   symptomatic	  of	   a	   type	  of	  neurosis	   in	  which	   the	  individual	   becomes	   obsessed	   with	   performance.	   Freud	   suggests	   that	   such	   a	  neurosis	  might	  be	  an	  element	  of	  modern	  society	  itself:	  If	   the	   evolution	   of	   civilization	   has	   such	   a	   far-­‐reaching	   similarity	  with	   the	  development	  of	  the	  individual…	  …would	  not	  the	  diagnosis	  be	  justified	  that	  many	  systems	  of	  civilization…	  …	  have	  become	  neurotic	  under	  the	  pressure	  of	  the	  civilizing	  trends?	  (ibid:	  141).	  Bearing	   this	   observation	   in	   mind,	   the	   following	   exchange	   in	   the	   pine	   forest	  between	  Thornhill	  and	  the	  Professor	  becomes	  relevant:	  Thornhill:	  I	  don’t	  like	  the	  games	  you	  play	  professor.	  	  The	  Professor:	  War	  is	  hell,	  Mr.	  Thornhill.	  Even	  when	  it’s	  a	  cold	  one.	  Thornhill:	   If	   you	   fellas	   can’t	   lick	   the	   Vandamms	   of	   this	   world	   without	  asking	  girls	   like	  her	   to	  bed	  down	  with	   them	  and	   fly	   away	  with	   them	  and	  probably	  never	  come	  back,	  perhaps	  you	  ought	  to	  start	  learning	  how	  to	  lose	  a	  few	  Cold	  Wars.	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This	  is,	  for	  me,	  the	  moral	  heart	  of	  the	  film.	  From	  a	  symbolic	  point	  of	  view,	  the	  fact	  that	   it	   takes	   place	   in	   a	   forest	   is	   significant,	   as	   the	   forest	   is	   persistently	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   films	   the	   place	   where	   true	   emotions	   between	   the	   heterosexual	  couple	  are	  expressed,	  that	  is,	  	  deep	  expressions	  of	  the	  Id.	  What	  is	  unusual	  in	  this	  scene	   is	   that,	   in	   contrast	  with	  other	   such	  scenes,	   a	   third	  person	   is	  present	  and	  significant	  dialogue	  is	  spoken.	  	  Moreover,	  Thornhill’s	   first	   line	  in	  this	  scene	  specifically	  foregrounds	  the	  role	  of	  teacher	  and	  what,	  in	  this	  film,	  they	  teach:	  games.	  Here,	  the	  professor/teacher,	  as	  the	   representative	   of	   the	   Superego,	   is	   told	   that	   such	   games-­‐play,	   and	   the	  superficiality	  it	  implies,	  should	  not	  be	  the	  ruling	  condition	  of	  modern	  life.	  	  Additionally,	   after	   the	   professor’s	   somewhat	   slick,	   advertising	   slogan-­‐like	  response,	   Thornhill	   replies	  with	   a	   speech	   that	   stands	   out	   as	   being	   solemn	  and	  truthful	  in	  a	  film	  about	  artifice	  and	  dishonesty.	  That	  the	  scene	  should	  take	  place	  away	   from	   the	   civilized	   Superego	   of	   the	   city	   and	   in	   its	   civilized	   Id	   of	   ordered	  trees,	   to	   me,	   suggests	   that,	   within	   the	   context	   of	   this	   film,	   what	   is	   left	   of	   the	  individual	  can	  only	  find	  real	  articulation	  away	  from	  the	  neurotic	  superficiality	  of	  the	  modern	  city,	  a	  place	  where	  any	  sense	  of	  the	  individual	  has	  vanished.	  	  
10.6	  Closing	  Comments	  There	   is	   one	   final	   consideration	   which	   connects	   Hitchcock’s	   treatment	   of	  individual	  protagonists	  in	  hotels.	  	  If,	  as	  has	  been	  argued,	  hotels	  are	  places	  where	  aliases	  are	  assumed,	  disguises	  worn	  and	  costumes	  are	  experimented	  with,	  then	  they	   are	   also	   places	   where	   individuals	   disappear.	   Marc	   Augé	   writing	   in	   Non-­
Places:	  An	  Introduction	  to	  an	  Anthropology	  of	  Supermodernity	  (1995),	  states:	  If	   a	   place	   can	   be	   defined	   as	   relational,	   historical	   and	   concerned	   with	  identity,	  then	  a	  space	  which	  cannot	  be	  defined	  as	  relational,	  or	  historical	  or	  concerned	  with	  identity	  will	  be	  a	  non-­‐place	  (Augé,	  1995:	  77/78).	  Since	   hotels	   are,	   to	   paraphrase	  Marion	   Crane,	   only	   interested	   in	   checking	   out,	  they	  have	  no	  interest	  in	  history.	  Additionally,	  individuals	  are	  equated	  with	  room	  numbers	   and	   not	   identity,	   as	   Thornhill	   is	   at	   the	   Plaza	   Hotel,	   where	   he	   is	   the	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gentleman	  in	  room	  796.	  Under	  such	  conditions,	  and	  once	  again	  in	  the	  Hitchcock	  universe,	  the	  individual	  disappears.	  	  In	   this	   universe,	   this	   disappearance	   takes	   various	   forms.	   Marion	   Crane	  disappears	   into	   the	   swamp	   in	   Psycho,	   while,	   in	   Vertigo,	   Madeleine	   literally	  vanishes	   from	   the	  McKittrick	  Hotel	   and	   Judy	   disappears	   as	   she	   is	   transformed	  into	  Madeleine	  at	  the	  Empire	  Hotel.	  In	  Marnie,	  Marion	  Holland	  disappears	  in	  an	  unnamed	  hotel	  after	  she	  has	  robbed	  Strutt	  as	  Marnie	  begins	  building	  the	  identity	  of	  Mary	  Taylor.	  Finally,	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  the	  evanescence	  is	  absolute,	  since	  Kaplan	  has	  disappeared	  by	  virtue	  of	  never	  having	  been	  there	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  In	  fact,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  this	  disappearance	  in	  the	  non-­‐place	  of	  the	  hotel	  is	  an	  act	  of	  creation:	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  non-­‐person.	  	  This	  notion	  of	  a	  non-­‐person	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  something	  which	  was	  of	  interest	  to	  Hitchcock	  as	  four	  of	  the	  films	  to	  be	  discussed	  in	  the	  next	  chapter	  significantly	  use	   the	   presence/absence	   of	   a	   non-­‐person.	   Equally,	   this	   non-­‐presence	   takes	  place	   in	   a	   room	  where	  we	   nightly	   absent	   ourselves	   from	   our	   daily	   round:	   the	  bedroom.
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11.	  THE	  BEDROOM	  
11.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  The	  bedroom	  and	  the	  bed	  it	  contains	  are	  naturally	  the	  location	  where	  we	  spend	  our	   time	   sleeping.	  Yet,	   for	  Hitchcock,	   this	   innocent	  night-­‐time	  activity	   is	   rarely	  shown	  and	  when	  it	  is,	  the	  sleeper	  exhibits	  signs	  of	  prior	  trauma.	  Michael	  Walker	  comments	  on	  Hitchcock’s	  use	  of	  the	  bed	  in	  the	  following	  terms:	  Almost	  every	  Hitchcock	  film	  has	  at	  least	  one	  bed	  scene	  and,	  throughout	  his	  career,	   the	  bed	   is	   a	   “site	   of	   disturbance”,	   associated	  more	  often	   than	  not,	  with	   pain,	   suffering	   and	   death…	   …scenes	   in	   which	   we	   see	   the	   bed	   used	  “innocently”,	  as	   in	  countless	  examples	   in	  the	  cinema	  –	  e.g.	  simply	  to	  sleep	  in,	  or	  sit	  on	  –	  are	  rare	  (Walker,	  2005:	  59).	  	  Freud’s	   description	   of	   sleep	   and	   the	   dreams	   that	   occur	   therein	  would	   seem	   to	  imply	   that	   it	   is	   not	   the	   bed,	   but	   the	   act	   of	   dreaming	   that	   is	   the	   “site	   of	  disturbance”:	  On	   falling	  asleep	  the	  “undesired	   ideas”	  emerge	  owing	   to	  a	  slackening	  of	  a	  certain	   arbitrary	   (and,	   of	   course,	   also	   critical)	   action,	  which	   is	   allowed	   to	  influence	  the	  trend	  of	  our	  ideas;	  we	  are	  accustomed	  to	  speak	  of	  fatigue	  as	  the	   reason	   for	   this	   slackening,	   the	  merging	   undesired	   ideas	   are	   changed	  into	  visual	  and	  auditory	  images	  (Freud,	  1997:	  16).	  Indeed	  the	  bed	  and	  bedroom,	  in	  the	  Hitchcock	  universe,	  act	  as	  a	  place	  of	  “pain”	  and	   “suffering”	  where	   conflicting	   points	   of	   view	   and	   “undesired	   ideas”	   can	   be	  addressed.	  	  	  In	   point	   of	   fact,	   Hitchcock	   broadly	   concerns	   himself	  with	   the	   “undesired	   idea”	  and	   “visual	   and	   auditory	   images”	   and	   depicts	   the	   bed	   and	   bedroom	   as	   the	  location	   of	   trauma	   or	   as	   being	   allusive	   of	   personality.	   The	   personalities	  Hitchcock	  concerns	  himself	  with	  are	  predominantly	  female.	  This	  chapter	  aims	  to	  examine	  these	  concerns,	  with	  the	  location	  of	  trauma	  being	  examined	  in	  the	  films	  
Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  and	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  and	  the	  personality	  of	  the	  occupier	   in	  Rebecca,	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  Psycho	   and	  Marnie.	   It	   is	  with	   these	  last	  four	  films	  that	  the	  discussion	  will	  begin.	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11.2	  Rebecca:	  “It’s	  the	  most	  beautiful	  room	  in	  the	  house.”	  It	  was	  argued	  in	  Chapter	  8	  that,	  in	  Hitchcock	  films,	  the	  antagonist’s	  house	  can	  be	  seen	   as	   a	   personality	   that	   the	   approaching	   protagonist	   has	   to	   fear,	   so	   that	   the	  mysteries	   of	   the	   characters	   contained	   within	   can	   eventually	   be	   understood.	  Equally	   his	   filming	   of	   a	   leading	   female	   character’s	   bedroom	   in	   Rebecca,	   The	  
Paradine	   Case,	   Psycho	   and	   Marnie	   offer	   clues	   to	   traits,	   interests	   and	   deeper	  psychological	   elements	   of	   the	   character	   that	   inhabits	   them.	   Henry	   Bond’s	  comments	   on	   the	   dining	   table	   in	   matters	   of	   murder	   are	   equally	   applicable	   to	  Hitchcock’s	  treatment	  of	  these	  bedrooms,	  even	  though	  murder	  is	  not	  committed	  in	  these	  places	  of	  slumber:	  	  An	  English	  meal	   table	   is	  very	  often	  rife	  –	   laden	  –	  with	  untold	  clues	   to	   the	  current	  state	  of	  household	  affairs:	   the	  cutlery,	   crockery,	  cruets,	  and	  so	  on	  recording	  a	  microcosm	  that	  may	  reveal	  much	  about	  the	  age,	  race,	  gender,	  or	  class	  of	  the	  owners	  (Bond,	  2012:	  147).	  In	   the	   current	   context	   of	   the	   bedroom,	   the	  words	   cutlery,	   crockery	   and	   cruets	  should	  be	  replaced	  with	  furniture,	  fittings	  and	  figurines,	  each	  of	  which	  give	  clues	  as	   to	   the	   personality	   of	   the	   woman	   who	   inhabited	   the	   room	   as	   well	   as	  Hitchcock’s	  underlying	  concerns.	  	  	  The	  bedrooms	  of	  all	  four	  women	  in	  this	  section	  are	  bedrooms	  of	  women	  who	  are	  absent	  from	  life,	  three	  of	  them	  through	  prior	  death	  (Rebecca,	  Norman’s	  mother	  and	   the	   first	  Mrs.	   Rutland)	   and	   one	   through	   impending	  death	   (Mrs.	   Paradine).	  Two	  of	   the	   bedrooms	  have	   been	   obsessively	   preserved	   as	   they	  were	   last	   used	  (Rebecca’s	   and	  Mrs.	   Bates’)	  while	   one,	  Marnie’s,	   has,	   equally	   obsessively,	   been	  stripped	  of	  all	  elements	  of	  the	  first	  Mrs.	  Rutland’s	  personality.	  Mrs.	  Paradine’s	  is	  in	   the	   first	   stages	   of	   this	   dismantling	   process	   as	   it	   is	   being	   packed	   away	   in	  preparation	  for	  her	  death,	  but,	  conveniently,	  leaving	  enough	  elements	  on	  display	  to	  act	  as	  a	  lure	  for	  Keane.	  	  	  Additionally,	   with	   the	   possible	   exception	   of	   Marnie’s	   bedroom,119	   the	   other	  three	  rooms	  are	  all	   in	  houses	   isolated	   from	  civilisation	  and	  are	  decorated	  with	  
                                                           119	  The	  location	  of	  the	  Rutland	  estate	  in	  relation	  to	  a	  town	  or	  city	  is	  never	  specified.	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what	   can	   be	   described	   as	   an	   extremely	   ornate	   Gothic	   flourish.	   Hitchcock	  comments,	  cogently,	  to	  Truffaut	  on	  the	  isolated	  setting	  as	  follows:	  In	  Rebecca	   the	  mansion	   is	   so	   far	  away	   from	  anything	   that	  you	  don’t	  even	  know	  what	  town	  it’s	  near.	  Now,	  it’s	  entirely	  possible	  that	  this	  abstraction,	  which	  you’ve	  described	  as	  American	  stylisation,	  is	  partly	  accidental,	  and	  to	  some	  extent	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  picture	  was	  made	  in	  the	  United	  States	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  131).	  It	   can	   be	   contended	   that	   this	   abstraction,	  with	  Marnie’s	   slightly	  more	  modern	  bedroom	  once	  more	  a	  possible	  deviation	  from	  this	  norm,	  can	  equally	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  bedrooms	  under	  discussion.	  By	  utilising	  a	  highly	  stylised,	   idealised,	   form	  of	  Gothic	  design	  in	  each	  of	  the	  three	  bedrooms,	  Hitchcock	  is	  giving	  the	  audience	  a	  clear	   indication	   of	   the	   character’s	   malevolence;	   a	   malevolence	   that	   is	   only	  revealed	  later	  in	  the	  respective	  films.	  	  Of	   the	   four	   bedrooms	   under	   discussion,	   the	   one	   critics	   have	  most	   extensively	  discussed	   is	  Rebecca’s,	  with	  a	  common	  theme	  being	   the	  Sapphic	  undertones	  of	  Mrs.	   Danvers’	   description	   of	   Rebecca’s	   undergarments	   and	   her	   ablutions	   (Cf.	  Modleski,	  Samuels).	  While	  I	  concur	  with	  these	  descriptions,	  Rebecca’s	  bedroom	  offers	  other	  clues	  as	  to	  Rebecca’s	  and	  Mrs.	  Danvers’	  personality.120	  	  The	  first	  point	  to	  note	  is	  that	  Rebecca’s	  bedroom	  is	  linked,	  at	  both	  the	  level	  of	  the	  script	   and	   through	   the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène,	   to	   the	   sea.	  Mrs.	  Danvers	   first	   introduces	  the	  room	  in	  the	  following	  manner,	  “That	  room	  in	  the	  west	  wing	  I	  was	  telling	  you	  about	  is	  there	  through	  that	  door…	  …The	  most	  beautiful	  room	  in	  the	  house.	  The	  only	   one	   that	   looks	   down	   across	   the	   lawns	   to	   the	   sea.	   It	  was	  Mrs.	   de	  Winter’s	  room.”	  What	  is	  of	  note	  in	  this	  speech	  is	  that	  the	  words	  “beautiful”,	  and	  “Mrs.	  De	  Winters”	  reinforce	  the	  impression	  the	  audience	  have	  already	  formed	  of	  Rebecca,	  but	   now	   deepen	   our	   apparent	   understanding	   of	   the	   character	   to	   include	   her	  taste.	  However,	  the	  key	  reference	  in	  the	  speech	  is	  that	  made	  to	  the	  sea.	  	  	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  makes	  the	  above	  speech	  in	  a	  long	  shot	  from	  the	  end	  of	  the	  corridor	  leading	   to	   it	  where	  we	  see	   the	  ornate	  doors	  guarded	  by	   Jasper,	   the	   family	  dog,	  
                                                           120	  As	  will	  be	  explained,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  singular	  noun	  “personality”	  is	  deliberate.	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making	  his	   first	  appearance.	  Unusually	   for	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	  normally	  positive	  treatment	   of	   dogs,121	   Jasper’s	   initial	   presence	   is	   perceived	   by	   “I”	   and	   the	  audience	  as	  threatening.	  Perhaps	  Hitchcock	  has	  intentionally	  done	  this,	  so	  as	  to	  allude	  to	  Greek	  mythology	  and	  Cerberus	  guarding	  the	  gates	  of	  Hades.	  	  After	  this	  initial,	  cursory,	  introduction	  to	  Rebecca’s	  room,	  “I”	  enters	  the	  bedroom	  on	  two	  occasions	  and	  each	  of	  the	  visits	  ends	  with	  a	  reference	  to	  the	  sea.	  Her	  first	  entrance	  is	  the	  much-­‐discussed	  scene	  in	  which	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  describes	  Rebecca	  getting	   ready	   for	   bed.	   This	   scene	   begins	   with	   a	   reverse	   tracking	   shot	   of	   “I”	  approaching	  Rebecca’s	  door.	  This	  camera	  movement	  is	  suggestive	  of	  the	  spirit	  of	  Rebecca	  retreating	  before	  the	  advancement	  of	  “I”	  and	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  camera’s	  evocation	   of	   mother	   in	   Notorious,	   discussed	   in	   Chapter	   9.6.	   This	   view	   is	  supported	   if	   we	   notice	   that	  Mrs.	   Danvers	   herself	   believes	   that	   Rebecca	   comes	  back	  from	  the	  dead	  to	  watch	  the	  living.	  	  	  After	  entering	  the	  room,	  “I”	  is	  faced	  with	  a	  floor-­‐to-­‐ceiling-­‐length	  veiled	  curtain	  which	  effectively	  divides	   the	  room	   into	  a	   (semi-­‐)	  public	  and	  private	  space.	  The	  film	  cuts	  to	  the	  other	  side	  of	  this	  veil	  to	  see	  “I”	  enter	  Rebecca’s	  private	  world.	  The	  gauze	  serves	  a	  further	  purpose	  than	  merely	  to	  divide	  the	  space.	  It	  also	  obfuscates	  what	   is	   either	   side	   of	   it,	   since	  we	   can	   only	   see	   the	   outlines	   of	   objects	   and	   not	  details.	  In	  this	  respect,	  this	  veil	  is	  also	  in	  effect	  a	  screen,	  if	  we	  take	  into	  account	  McGowan’s	  discussion	  of	  what	  Lacan	  means	  by	  a	  screen:	  One	  looks	  at	  a	  movie	  screen	  and	  sees	  images	  on	  the	  screen,	  but	  a	  screen	  in	  front	  of	  someone	  prevents	  one	  from	  seeing	  her	  or	  him.	  Lacan’s	  conception	  of	  the	  screen	  is	  paradoxical:	  it	  “hides	  the	  real”	  when	  it	  functions	  as	  a	  site	  for	  seeing,	   but	   it	   “indicates”	   the	   real	   through	   the	   act	   of	   blocking	   what	   the	  subject	  can	  see	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  71).	  This	   notion	   of	   obscuring	   the	   Real	   rather	   than	   revealing	   it,	   is	   given	   further	  credence	  by	  Mrs.	  Danvers,	   in	  her	   speech	  apparently	  giving	  details	  of	  Rebecca’s	  night-­‐time	   preparations.	   What	   she	   is	   actually	   doing,	   in	   her	   lovingly	   obsessive	  depiction	   of	   Rebecca’s	   bedtime	   preparations,	   is	   exacerbating	   	   “I”’s	   and,	   at	   this	  
                                                           121	  Hitchcock	  and	  his	  family	  were	  lifelong	  dog	  lovers	  with	  Hitchcock	  using	  them	  in	  his	  cameo	  appearance	  in	  The	  Birds.	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stage,	  the	  audience’s,	  misunderstanding	  of	  Rebecca.	  In	  so	  doing,	  she	  acts	  to	  block	  what	  “I”	  can	  see,	  or	  rather,	  perceive	  of	  Rebecca.	  This	  screening	  through	  the	  use	  of	  the	  Symbolic	  realm	  of	  language	  only	  emphasises	  the	  Real.	  	  In	  fact,	  Mrs	  Danvers	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  Rebecca	  incarnate	  in	  the	  film,	  particularly	  in	   the	   two	   bedroom	   scenes.	   Rebecca’s	  malevolence,	   as	   it	   is	   finally	   revealed,	   is	  manifest	   in	  Mrs.	  Danvers,	  almost	   from	  her	   first	  appearance.	  What	  we	  therefore	  have	   in	   Mrs.	   Danvers	   is	   a	   representation	   of	   the	   personality	   of	   Rebecca,	   while	  others	  describe	  her	  physical	  beauty,	  which	  of	  course	  we	  don’t	  see.	  If	  we	  regard	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  as	  a	  depiction	  of	  Rebecca’s	  personality,	  then	  her	  love	  of	  Rebecca,	  is	  not	  simply	  the	  attraction	  of	  one	  woman	  to	  another,	  but	  also	  allusive	  of	  Rebecca’s	  narcissism.	  	  	  	  This	   notion	   is	   given	   credence	   if	   we	   consider	   how,	   according	   to	   Mrs.	   Danvers,	  Rebecca	   would	   laugh	   at	   them	   all,	   suggestive	   of	   a	   person	   who	   sees	   herself	   as	  superior	  to	  those	  around	  her.	  This	  I	  would	  assert	   is	  an	  illustration	  of	  Rebecca’s	  and,	   through	   inference,	   Mrs.	   Danvers’	   megalomania	   which	   Freud	   links	   to	  narcissism	  in	  his	  eponymously-­‐titled	  essay	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  This	  megalomania	  has	  no	  doubt	  come	  into	  being	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  object-­‐libido.	   The	   libido	   that	   has	   been	   withdrawn	   from	   the	   external	   world	   has	  been	  directed	   to	   the	  ego	  and	   thus	  gives	   rise	   to	   an	  attitude	  which	  may	  be	  called	  narcissism	  (Freud,	  2013:	  5).	  	  This	  narcissism	  is	  reflected	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  Mrs.	  Danvers’	  comments	  during	  this	  first	  visit	  are	  all	  to	  do	  with	  Rebecca’s	  appearance,	  and	  are	  consistent	  with	  what	  Joan	  Copjec	  states	  in	  “The	  Orthopsychic	  Subject:	  Film	  Theory	  and	  the	  Reception	  of	  Lacan”,	   “The	  subject’s	  narcissistic	   relation	   to	   the	   self	   is	   seen	   to	   conflict	  with	  and	   disrupt	   other	   social	   relations”	   (Stam	   et	   al,	   2000:	   442).	   Mrs.	   Danvers	   and	  Rebecca’s	   narcissism	   serves	   precisely	   the	   purpose	   of	   disrupting	   “I”’s	  understanding	  just	  as	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  is	  in	  almost	  open	  conflict	  with	  “I”	  as	  soon	  as	  she	  arrives	  at	  Manderley.	  
	  The	   first	  bedroom	  scene	  ends	  with	   the	  audience	  being	  given	   the	   first	   clue,	  not	  just	   to	   Mrs.	   Danvers’	   burgeoning	   madness,	   but	   also	   to	   Rebecca’s	   duplicitous	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nature.	   After	   Mrs.	   Danvers	   has	   uttered	   the	   words,	   “Listen	   to	   the	   sea.	   It’s	   so	  soothing,”	   words	   which	   drive	   a	   tearful	   “I”	   out	   of	   the	   room,	   Hitchcock	   has	   a	  dissolve	   shot	   of	   a	   violent	   sea	   crashing	   against	   the	   shore.	   This	   is	   a	   relatively	  common	  Hitchcock	  symbol	  to	  represent	  extreme	  emotion122	  and	  here	  it	  serves,	  I	  would	   propose,	   three	   symbolic	   purposes.	   Firstly,	   through	   the	   juxtaposition	   of	  words	  and	  image,	  it	  alludes	  to	  Mrs.	  Danvers’	  delusional	  state.	  Secondly,	  it	  is	  the	  first	  indication	  that,	  contrary	  to	  Mrs.	  Danvers’	  description	  of	  her,	  Rebecca	  is	  not	  a	  soothing	  force	  of	  nature.	  Finally,	  this	  shot	  of	  the	  sea	  can	  also	  be	  said	  to	  represent	  “I”’s	  emotional	  state,	  since	  the	  shot	  of	  the	  sea	  dissolves	  into	  a	  shot	  of	  “I”	  tearful	  at	  her	  desk.	  	  “I”	   enters	  Rebecca’s	   bedroom	  on	   one	   other	   occasion	   and	   the	   sea	   is	   once	  more	  prominent:	  after	  her	  humiliating	  entrance	  at	  the	  ball,	   to	  confront	  Mrs.	  Danvers,	  who	   goads	   “I”	   into	   considering	   suicide.	   Tania	  Modleski	   comments	   on	   how	   the	  camera	  moves	  in	  this	  shot	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  The	   culminating	   instance	   of	   this	   backward	   movement	   occurs	   when	   Mrs.	  Danvers	  attempts	  to	  persuade	  her	  to	  jump	  out	  of	  the	  window	  to	  her	  death,	  and	   the	   camera,	   placed	   outside	   the	   window,	   begins	   to	   move	   away	   as	   if	  inviting	  her	  and	  luring	  her	  to	  her	  doom	  (Modleski,	  2005:	  45).	  While	  Modleski	   has	   rightly	   argued	   that,	   throughout	   the	   early	   part	   of	   the	   film,	  Hitchcock	  shoots	  “I”	  beginning	  in	  close	  up	  and	  then	  zooming	  or	  tracking	  out,	  so	  as	  to	  emphasise	  her	  feeling	  of	  psychic	  claustrophobia	  in	  close	  up	  moving	  to	  the	  long	   shot	   to	   express	   her	   isolation,	   I	   would	   claim	   that	   in	   the	   present	   example,	  Modleski’s	  interpretation	  can	  be	  taken	  a	  degree	  further.	  	  It	  has	  been	  suggested	  above	  that	  Rebecca’s	   initial	  approach	  to	  the	  room,	  which	  was	   filmed	   in	   a	   reverse	   tracking	   shot,	   could	   be	   interpreted	   as	   the	   camera	  metaphorically	   being	   the	   spirit	   of	   Rebecca	   recoiling	   away.	   In	   this	   context,	   this	  final	  shot	  “luring	  her	  to	  her	  doom”	  mirrors	  the	  former	  shot	  and	  it	  is	  the	  spirit	  of	  Rebecca	  through	  the	  camera	  which	  is	  luring	  “I”.	  	  
                                                           122	  Examples	  of	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Suspicion	  and	  Vertigo.	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Yet	  it	  is	  the	  sea,	  and,	  I	  would	  suggest,	  in	  this	  case,	  contrary	  to	  Michael	  Walker’s	  assertion	   that	   “Water	   –	   especially	   the	   sea	   –	   is	   most	   often	   a	   source	   of	   threat”	  (Walker,	   2005:	   388),	   which	   rescues	   “I”	   from	   the	   clutches	   of	   Rebecca	   and	   her	  physical	  manifestation,	  Mrs.	  Danvers.	  In	  the	  very	  next	  shot	  the	  camera	  reverts	  to	  a	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  of	  the	  flare	  announcing	  a	  ship	  on	  the	  rocks,	  which	  breaks	  the	  spell	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  has	  over	   “I”.	  Thus,	   the	  sea,	  which	  Mrs.	  Danvers	  erroneously	  thinks	  has	  killed	  Rebecca	  and	  yet	  entirely	  in	  keeping	  with	  her	  deluded	  rationale,	  through	   the	   grounding	   of	   the	   ship	   and	   the	   consequent	   discovery	   of	   Rebecca’s	  body,	  begins	  the	  process	  which	  leads	  to	  “I”	  becoming	  more	  mature.	  In	  addition,	  Rebecca	   is	   revealed	   as	  being	   absent	   in	  body,	  morals	   and	  any	  notion	  of	   love	  or	  empathy,	  someone	  whose	  interests	  were	  purely	  narcissistic.	  
	  
11.3	   Marnie:	   “Your	   sleep	   seems	   even	   less	   agreeable	   than	   your	   waking	  
hours.”	  
Marnie	   similarly	   uses	   the	   narrative	   strategy	   of	   a	   bride	   marrying	   a	   young	  widower	  and	  thus	  admitted	   to	   the	   latter’s	   family	  home	  to	   take	   the	  place	  of	   the	  dead	   first	   wife.	   While	   no	   mention	   is	   overtly	   made	   of	   the	   first	   Mrs.	   Rutland’s	  personality,	  I	  believe	  it	  is	  alluded	  to.	  All	  traces	  of	  the	  first	  Mrs.	  Rutland	  have	  been	  removed	   from	   the	   family	   home	   and	   what	   is	   left	   of	   her	   resides	   in	   Mark’s	  workplace	  in	  the	  display	  cabinet	  containing	  the	  Pre-­‐Columbian	  art	  she	  collected	  and	  which	  are,	  according	  to	  him,	  “The	  only	  things	  of	  hers	  I’ve	  kept.”	  	  	  Hitchcock	  shows	  these	  items	  from	  Marnie’s	  point	  of	  view	  as	  she	  goes	  to	  work	  in	  Mark’s	  office,	   intercutting	  the	  images	  with	  Mark’s	  comments	  about	  them	  as	  she	  walks	   to	  her	  desk.	  We	  are	   then	  shown	  a	  picture	  of	  Sophie,	   the	  South	  American	  jaguarundi,	   again	   from	   Marnie’s	   point	   of	   view.	   Discussing	   this	   scene,	   Brill	  maintains	  that:	  We	   can	   infer	   what	   he	   admits	   later:	   at	   this	   point	   he	   views	   Marnie	   as	   a	  particularly	  interesting	  example	  of	  predatory	  behaviour	  and	  has	  employed	  her	   in	   order	   to	   observe	  her	   as	   he	  presumably	  did	   the	   jaguarundi	   that	   he	  trained	  to	  trust	  him	  (Brill,	  1988:	  247).	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While	  this	  interpretation	  is	  entirely	  valid,	  I	  believe	  that	  the	  scene	  of	  showing	  the	  wife’s	  possessions	  and	  then	  showing	  a	  picture	  of	   the	   jaguarundi	  can	  be	  viewed	  from	  a	  different	  perspective,	  if	  we	  use	  the	  Kuleshov	  effect.123	  	  	  By	  cutting	  from	  the	  artefacts	  to	  Marnie	  and	  then	  to	  the	  picture	  of	  the	  jaguarundi	  named	  Sophie,	  Hitchcock	  is	  not	  just	  suggesting	  that	  Marnie	  is	  a	  wild	  animal	  but	  that	  Mark’s	   first	  wife	   also	  was.	  This	  notion	   is	   given	   further	   credence,	   since	  his	  first	  wife	  collected	  artefacts	  from	  the	  same	  continent	  that	  the	  jaguarundi	  comes	  from,	   while	   the	   framed	   photograph	   of	   Sophie,	   occupying	   the	   place	   normally	  reserved	  for	  beloved	  family	  members,	  can,	  from	  this	  perspective,	  be	  viewed	  as	  a	  psychological	  portrait	  of	  his	  first	  wife.	  	  This	  understanding	  of	  the	  first	  Mrs.	  Rutland	  offers	  a	  psychological	  consistency	  to	  Mark’s	   behaviour	   that	   mirrors	   Marnie’s	   own	   compulsions.	   Just	   as	   Marnie	   is	  compelled	   to	   steal	   from	   men,	   so	   Mark	   is	   compelled	   to	   dominate	   so-­‐called	  damaged	   women	   by	   marrying	   and	   then	   “training”	   them,	   as	   he	   does	   the	  jaguarundi,	  Marnie	  and,	  by	  implication,	  his	  first	  wife.	  	  	  Therefore,	   in	   this	   context,	   the	   removal	   of	   all	   traces	   of	   the	   first	   wife	   from	   the	  family	  home,	   in	  particular	  her	  bedroom	  and	  bearing	   in	  mind	  Mark’s	   interest	   in	  both	  psychoanalysis	  and	  zoology,	   is	  suggestive	  of	  a	  scientific	  experiment	  which	  has	  been	  concluded.	  Mrs.	  Rutland’s	  bedroom	  is	  thus	  cleared	  of	  all	  personal	  items	  in	  preparation	  for	  the	  next	  experiment	  to	  return	  from	  her	  honeymoon	  and	  take	  up	  occupancy	  of	  her	  cage.	  	  On	  their	  return	  from	  this	  honeymoon,	  Marnie	  and	  Mark	  make	  their	  way	  up	  the	  last	  three	  stairs	  of	  the	  family	  home.	  Unlike	  at	  the	  end	  of	  Under	  Capricorn	  and	  the	  beginning	  of	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  where	  the	  couples	  are	  in	  harmony,	  they	  are	  not	  walking	  in	  unison,	  indicating	  the	  fragile	  status	  of	  their	  marriage.	  	  	  
                                                           123	  The	  Kuleshov	  effect	  is	  the	  way	  a	  viewer	  will	  perceive	  an	  actor	  differently	  depending	  on	  what	  images	  are	  intercut	  between	  identical	  shots	  of	  the	  actor.	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Unlike	  the	  similarly-­‐sized	  suitcases	  that	  Marnie	  has	  used	  to	  house	  her	  previous	  personalities,	  she	  now	  uses	  two	  small,	  white	  suitcases,	  which,	  significantly,	  Mark	  carries,	  out	  of	  one	  of	  which	  Mark	  extracts	  what	   is	  probably	  a	   toiletries	  bag.	  Lil	  (Diane	  Baker)	  has	  already	  asked,	  “Where’s	  all	  your	  luggage?”	  This	  question	  and	  the	   reduction	   in	   the	   size	   of	   suitcases	   allude	   to	   Marnie’s	   personality	   being	  stripped	  of	  the	  wrapped	  layers	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  10.3.	  	  She	  surveys	  the	  room	  and	  a	  triple	  mid-­‐shot	  of	  Marnie	  /point	  of	  view	  shot	  shows	  a	  bare	  dressing	  table,	  plain	  white	  bed	  and	  an	  empty	  display	  cabinet.	  According	  to	  Freud,	  “Many	  symbols	  represent	  the	  womb	  of	  the	  mother	  rather	  than	  the	  female	  genital,	  as	  wardrobes,	  stoves	  and	  particularly	  a	  room”	  (Freud,	  2012:	  189)	  (Italics	  in	  original).	  Therefore,	  the	  bareness	  of	  the	  room,	  in	  terms	  of	  decorative	  elements	  and	  Marnie’s	  almost	  instinctive	  response	  to	  lock	  both	  doors,	  clearly	  indicate	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  symbolising	  her	  frigidity	  in	  the	  decoration	  of	  the	  room.	  	  	  In	  addition,	  the	  speed	  with	  which	  Hitchcock	  cuts	  between	  Marnie’s	  point	  of	  view	  and	   the	   reaction	   shot	   has	   to	   be	   contrasted	   with	   his	   unhurried	   approach	   to	  similar	  objects	  in	  the	  other	  three	  films	  under	  discussion.	  In	  the	  present	  case	  the	  shot	  and	  cut	  is	  rapid	  precisely	  because	  the	  room	  has,	  as	  of	  yet,	  no	  elements	  of	  the	  personality	   of	   its	   latest	   incumbent.	   The	   original	   incumbent	   has	   been	   removed	  and	  the	  new	  one	  has	  yet	  to	  take	  possession	  with	  possessions.	  	  Furthermore,	   the	  bare	   furniture	  should	  remind	  us	   that	  Marnie	  has	  no	  personal	  objects	  and	  no	  indicated	  home	  besides	  her	  mother’s	  house.	  It	  is	  of	  note	  that	  we	  are	   given	   no	   indication	   as	   to	   where	   she	   lives	   in	   Philadelphia	   and	   that	   she	  discards	   belongings,	   including,	   unnecessarily,	   all	   items	   of	   underwear124,	  whenever	   she	   changes	   personality.	   She	   would	   seem	   to	   believe	   that	   all	  possessions,	  even	  intimate	  garments,	  are	  associated	  with	  personality	  and	  thus	  a	  construct	  of	  Ego.	  Sean	  Horner	  in	  Jacques	  Lacan	  (2005)	  notes	  of	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  Ego	  that:	  Lacan	   insists	   that	   the	  ego	   is	  based	  on	  an	   illusory	   image	  of	  wholeness	  and	  mastery	   and	   it	   is	   the	   function	   of	   the	   ego	   to	   maintain	   this	   illusion	   of	  
                                                           124	  Stockings,	  underslip	  and	  a	  bra	  are	  seen	  discarded	  in	  the	  first	  metamorphosis.	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coherence	  and	  mastery.	  The	   function	  of	   the	  ego	   is,	   in	  other	  words,	  one	  of	  mis-­‐recognition;	   of	   refusing	   to	   accept	   the	   truth	   of	   fragmentation	   and	  alienation	  (Horner,	  2005:	  25).	  Therefore,	   when	   Marnie	   discards	   her	   possessions,	   she	   is	   also	   discarding	   that	  particular	   Ego.	   It	   is	   because	   she	   has	   no	   one	   fixed	   Ego,	   with	   the	   “illusion	   of	  coherence	  and	  mastery”	   that	   this	  would	  bring,	   that	  her	   Subject	   is	   allowed	   free	  expression	  through	  fits	  of	  hysteria.	  She	  lacks	  the	  necessary	  defensive	  capacities	  a	  solidly	  constructed	  Ego	  would	  give	  her.	  This,	  in	  turn,	  means	  traumatic	  material,	  which	  should	  be	  repressed,	   is	  allowed	  free	  reign	  and	  given	  clear	  and	  unaltered	  expression	  in	  her	  dreams	  and	  outbursts.125	  	  The	   bedroom	   she	   occupies	   is	   shown	   on	   one	   other	   occasion	   and	   that	   is	   as	   she	  experiences	  and	  is	  roused	  from	  her	  nightmare.	  Hitchcock	  begins	  the	  scene	  with	  a	  tight	  close	  up	  of	  Marnie’s	  head,	  and	  then	  pans	  around	  and	  out	  to	  reveal	  what	  can	  be	   interpreted	   as	   the	   tawdry	   setting	   of	   the	   childhood	   bedroom.	   Evidently,	  Hitchcock	  is	  here	  giving	  a	  visual	  indication	  that,	  and	  in	  accordance	  with	  Freudian	  thinking,	   adult	   trauma	   has	   its	   sources	   in	   repressed	   childhood	   activities.	  Hitchcock	  then	  pans	  to	  the	  right	  to	  reveal	  more	  of	  the	  childhood	  bedroom	  as	   it	  merges	  with	  the	  room	  Marnie	  is	  actually	  sleeping	  in.126	  	  	  The	  sequence	  which	  follows,	  after	  Lil	  has	  left	  the	  room,	  is	  Marnie	  describing	  her	  dream	   and	   the	   “You	   Freud.	   Me	   Jane”	   sequence,	   in	   which	   Mark	   uses	   word	  association	   to	   begin	   to	   expose	   cracks	   in	   the	   construct	   of	  Marnie’s	   Ego.	   This	   is	  shot	   entirely	   in	   one-­‐shots	  which	   clearly	   indicates	   the	   characters’	   physical	   and	  psychological	   isolation	   from	  each	  other.	  Additionally,	  Marnie	   is	  shot	   in	  a	  closer	  mid-­‐shot	  than	  Mark	  and	   is	  positioned	  to	  the	   left	  of	   the	  screen.	  This	  positioning	  and	   size	   emphasises	   her	   head	   and	   what	   we	   already	   know	   of	   her:	   her	   fear	   of	  thunder,	   the	   colour	   red	   and	   the	   three	   knocking	   taps.	   Conversely,	   Mark’s	   is	  persistently	   positioned	   to	   the	   right	   of	   the	   screen	   and	  his	   black	  dressing	   gown,	  occupying	  more	   than	  a	   third	  of	   the	  right	  screen,	  could	  be	  said	   to	  be	  allusive	   to	  
                                                           125	  This	  point	  should	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  discussion	  of	  Marnie’s	  dream	  in	  Chapter	  7.5.	  126	  This	  effect	  of	  using	  one	  set	  and	  one	  camera	  movement	  to	  indicate	  the	  past	  and	  present	  of	  a	  character’s	  state	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  set	  designed	  for	  Vertigo	  where	  Scottie	  and	  Judy	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  both	  in	  Judy’s	  bedroom	  and	  in	  the	  stables	  at	  the	  San	  Juan	  Bautista	  mission.	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the	  unknown	  depths	  of	  Marnie’s	  personality,	  due	  to	  its	  position	  and	  size	  on	  the	  screen	   and	   yet	   a	   further	   example	   of	   the	   importance	   Hitchcock	   gives	   to	  positioning.	  	  
11.	  4	  The	  Paradine	  Case:	  “I	  will	  tell	  you	  about	  Mrs.	  Paradine	  -­	  she's	  bad,	  bad	  
to	  the	  bone!”	  The	   unknown	   depths	   of	   Mrs.	   Paradine’s	   personality	   are	   elements	   that	   Keane	  wishes	  to	  discover	  as	  he	  makes	  his	  way	  to	  her	  isolated	  house.	  In	  fact,	  Hitchcock	  seems	  to	  want	  to	  indicate	  both	  the	  isolation	  of	  the	  setting	  and	  the	  length	  of	  the	  journey	  Keane	  must	  take	  to	  get	  there,	  perhaps	  to	  offer	  an	  allusion	  to	  the	  odyssey	  Keane	  is	  on	  to	  discover	  his	  version	  of	  a	  truth	  when	  he	  eventually	  explores	  Mrs.	  Paradine’s	  bedroom.	  	  	  We	  are	  told	  that	  the	  house	  is	  eight	  miles	  away	  from	  the	  remote	  village,	  which	  has	  already	   been	   shown	   as	   being	   remote	   due	   to	   an	   extreme	   long	   shot	   of	   the	   train	  traversing	  rural	  countryside	  to	  bring	  Keane	  to	  his	  destination,	  and	  that	  no	  cars	  are	  available	  to	  take	  him	  onwards	  to	  the	  house.	  The	  pony	  and	  trap	  he	  then	  has	  to	  take	   demonstrates,	   through	   the	   extended	   screen	   time,	   not	   just	   the	   time	   the	  journey	   takes,	   but	   also	   refers	  back	   to	   a	  more	  primitive	   form	  of	   transport,	   as	   if	  layers	   of	   civilisation	   are	   being	   stripped	   away,	   as	   in	   Captain	  Willard’s	   journey	  upriver	  in	  Francis	  Ford	  Coppola’s	  Apocalypse	  Now	  (1979).	  	  	  Upon	   eventually	   arriving	   in	   Mrs.	   Paradine’s	   bedroom,	   or,	   as	   Letour	   (Louis	  Jourdan)	   might	   call	   it,	   the	   heart	   of	   darkness,	   Keane	   is	   filmed	   with	   the	   typical	  Hitchcock	   technique	   in	   these	   bedroom	   explorations	   in	   a	   point	   of	   view	   and	  reaction	   shot.	   Here,	   though,	   it	   could	   be	   said	   that	   the	   camera	   is	   operating	   as	   a	  voiceless	  Mrs.	  Danvers	   as	   it	  moves	   through	   the	   room,	   revealing	   the	  bathroom,	  the	  bed,	  the	  clothes	  strewn	  on	  the	  bed	  and	  finally	  the	  piano.	  	  	  These	   details	   need	   to	   be	   examined	   more	   closely	   to	   indicate	   what	   they	   might	  reveal	   of	   Mrs.	   Paradine	   and	   Keane’s	   desire	   for	   her.	   The	   first	   place	   that	   the	  camera	   explores	   is	  Mrs.	   Paradine’s	   bathroom;	   an	   ornate	   location	  which	   seems	  otherworldly	  and	  hardly	  suited	  for	  bathing.	  On	  the	  wall	  behind	  the	  sunken	  black	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bath	  are	  sketches	  of	  figures	  reminiscent	  of	  mermaids.	  These	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  an	  allusion	  to	  the	  sirens	  that	  tempted	  sailors	  in	  Greek	  mythology.	  This	  notion	  is	  supported	  by	  how	  Hitchcock	  has	   emphasised	   the	   journey,	   or	  pastoral	   odyssey,	  that	  Keane	  has	  had	  to	  endure	  to	  get	  to	  this	  room	  and,	  indeed,	  the	  siren-­‐like	  effect	  Mrs.	  Paradine	  has	  on	  Keane	  and	  his	  career.	  	  The	  camera	  then	  tracks	  into	  a	  close	  up	  of	  the	  bed’s	  headboard	  with	  its	  portrait	  of	  the	  blank	  staring	  Mrs.	  Paradine.	  This	  headboard	  is	  the	  first	  detail	  that	  the	  camera	  examines	   when	   Keane	   enters	   the	   bedroom	   as	   it	   is	   seen	   from	   behind	   a	   glass	  partition	   in	   long	   shot	   which	   both	   frames	   and	   isolates	   Mrs.	   Paradine.	   The	  camera’s	   more	   intensive	   and	   extensive	   examination	   of	   the	   portrait	   in	   the	  headboard	  conveys	  Mrs.	  Paradine’s	  narcissism	  through	  having	  a	  headboard	  with	  a	  portrait	  of	  herself	   in	   it,	  but	  also	   indicates,	   from	  Keane’s	  perspective,	   just	  how	  far	  away	  he	  is	  from	  her	  in	  both	  a	  physical	  and	  emotional	  sense.	  	  	  In	  fact,	  this	  headboard	  with	  the	  pointed	  image	  of	  Mrs.	  Paradine	  staring	  blankly	  at	  the	  viewer	  is	  a	  version	  of	  the	  Lacanian	  blot,	  if	  we	  consider	  what	  McGowan’s	  says:	  	  The	   gaze	   is	   the	   distortion	   within	   the	   visual	   field,	   a	   point	   at	   which	   the	  seeming	  omnipotence	  of	  vision	  breaks	  down….	  …It	  appears	  in	  the	  guise	  of	  a	  blot	   that	   renders	   a	   portion	   of	   the	   visual	   field	   unintelligible	   (McGowan,	  2015:	  72).	  Thus	  as	  Keane,	  through	  the	  subjective	  camera,	  stares	  at	  and	  moves	  closer	  to	  this	  image	  of	  Mrs.	  Paradine,	  so	  any	  understanding	  of	  her	  retreats	  as	  she	  gazes,	  in	  the	  Lacanian	  sense,	  back	  at	  the	  camera,	  unfeeling,	  unknown	  and	  unintelligible.	  This	  in	  turn	  increases	  Keane’s	  desire	  for	  her	  as	  a	  l’objet	  petit	  a.	  	  This	  desire	  is	  revealed	  in	  the	  next	  detail	  the	  camera	  explores,	  which	  are	  the	  two	  suitcases	  on	  the	  bed	  and	  the	  clothes	  strewn	  around	  and	  on	  top	  of	  them.	  The	  first	  point	   to	  make	   is	   that	  what	   is	  happening	  here	   is	  precisely	  what	  Marnie	  does	   to	  her	   personalities	   in	   the	   later	   film.	   This	   is	   a	   personality	  which	   is	   being	   packed	  away	  to	  be	  disposed	  of,	  just	  as	  Mrs.	  Paradine	  will	  be	  dispatched	  from	  life	  by	  the	  hangman’s	   noose.	   	   And	   yet,	   like	   Mrs.	   Danvers’	   loving	   stroking	   of	   Rebecca’s	  negligee,	  the	  scene	  also	  reveals	  Keane’s	  desire	  for	  Mrs.	  Paradine.	  The	  last	  item	  of	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clothing	   the	   camera	   inspects	   is	   a	   cast	   aside	   nightdress	   which,	   I	   suggest,	  Hitchcock	  has	  included	  to	  evoke	  Keane’s	  carnal	  intentions.	  	  After	   the	   camera	   has	   left	   the	   object	   of	   Keane’s	   desires,	   by	   tracking,	   almost	  anamorphically,127	   away	   from	  portrait	   in	   the	  headboard,	   it	   settles	  on	   the	   sheet	  music	  placed,	  resting	  ready	  to	  be	  played	  on	  the	  piano	  by	  the	  window.	  The	  name	  of	   the	   piece	   of	   music	   is	   Appassionata128,	   the	   Italian	   for	   passionate,	   and	   the	  musical	  instruction	  is	  that	  it	  should	  be	  played	  Lente,	  or	  slowly.	  Keane’s	  passion	  is	  then	   commented	   on	   ironically	   as	   we	   hear	   Letour	   laugh	   off	   screen,	   just	   after	  Keane	  has	  noticed	  the	  sheet	  music.	  	  	  
11.5	  Psycho:	  “Sometimes,	  when	  she	  talks	  to	  me	  like	  that.”	  What	   is	   striking	   about	   the	   camera’s	   viewing	   of	   Mrs.	   Bates’	   room,	   which	   is	  effectively	  a	  mausoleum,	   is	   that	  Hitchcock	  uses	  precisely	   the	  same	  approach	  as	  he	  has	  done	  with	  Mrs.	  Paradine’s	  bedroom.	  	  That	  is	  to	  say	  he	  uses	  a	  point	  of	  view	  shot	   of	   individual	   areas	   in	   the	   room	   followed	   by	   the	   respective	   reaction	   shot.	  Additionally,	  excluding	  the	  fireplace,	  the	  four	  other	  items	  shown,	  the	  washstand,	  clothes,	   dresser	   and	   bed,	   are	   featured	   in	   some	   or	   all	   of	   the	   films	   under	  discussion.	  	  	  Lila	  Crane’s	  exploration	  of	  the	  room,	  like	  Keane’s,	  begins	  with	  a	  long	  shot	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  of	  the	  bedroom.	  What	  is	  striking	  in	  this	  shot	  are	  the	  elements	  of	  what	  can	   be	   described	   as	   grotesque,	   Victorian,	   thus	   specifically	   British,	   Gothic	   as	  evoked	  by	  the	  dark	  colours	  and	  ornate	  frills	  which	  are	  emphasised	  by	  the	  black	  and	  white	  film	  stock.	  Since	  the	  film	  is	  set	  in	  mid-­‐twentieth	  century	  America,	  the	  room	  is	  doubly	  jarring	  as	  both	  time	  and	  place	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  juxtaposed.	  	  
                                                           127	  This	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  allusive	  of	  Lacan’s	  description	  of	  Holbein’s	  “The	  Ambassadors”	  in	  The	  
Four	  Fundamental	  Concepts	  of	  Psychoanalysis,	  in	  which	  an	  apparently	  meaningless	  blob,	  when	  the	  canvas	  is	  viewed	  from	  the	  front,	  is	  only	  revealed	  to	  be	  a	  skull’s	  head,	  when	  looked	  at	  from	  the	  side.	  128	  The	  Internet	  Movie	  Database	  trivia	  section	  for	  this	  film	  reveals	  that	  the	  name	  of	  the	  composer,	  Francesco	  Ceromo,	  is	  an	  Italian	  version	  of	  the	  film’s	  soundtrack	  composer,	  Franz	  Waxman,	  and	  that	  the	  music	  we	  hear	  in	  this	  scene	  is	  indeed	  the	  music	  on	  the	  sheet	  music.	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Equally	  out	  of	  place,	   as	  well	   as	   time,	   is	   the	  elaborate	   fireplace	   the	   camera	   first	  examines.	   As	   has	   been	   noted	   in	   Chapters	   4.7,	   7.4	   and	   8.4,	   Hitchcock’s	   use	   of	  fireplaces	   in	  his	   films	  can	  have	  a	   strict	  Freudian	   interpretation	  and	   this	   is	   also	  the	  case	  here.	  The	  unlit	  fire	  is	  allusive	  to	  the	  lifeless,	  sexless	  Mrs.	  Bates.	  	  This	   notion	   of	   the	   Gothic	   is	   emphasised	   by	   the	   second	   detail	   the	   camera	  examines:	  the	  washstand.	  The	  elaborate	  taps	  and	  soap	  stand	  holding	  an	  unused	  bar	  of	  soap	  are	  allusive	  to	  a	  Victorian	  lady	  of	  some	  social	  position,	  but	  one	  who	  finds	  solace	   in	   the	  comforts	  of	   the	  past.	  This	   is	  precisely	  what	  Norman	  himself	  does,	  as	  he	  holds	  on	  to	  a	  time	  when	  his	  mother	  was	  still	  alive.	  	  Out	  of	  keeping	  with	  the	  atmosphere	  of	  the	  room	  are	  the	  clothes	  hanging	   in	  the	  wardrobe	   which	   appear	   to	   be	   relatively	   simple	   dresses	   with	   floral	   prints.	   It	  should	  be	  remembered,	  though,	  that	  these	  are	  the	  clothes	  Norman	  wears	  when	  he	  becomes	  Mother.	  It	  is	  perhaps	  natural,	  therefore,	  that	  becoming	  mother	  does	  not	  involve	  a	  complex	  wardrobe,	  since,	  as	  the	  psychiatrist	  points	  out	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film,	  Norman	  is	  not	  a	  transvestite.	  	  The	  element	  the	  camera	  is	  most	  concerned	  with	  is	  the	  possible	  jewellery	  box	  on	  the	  dresser	  with	   the	   folded	  hands	  on	   its	   lid.	  The	  camera	  rapidly	  zooms	   into	  an	  extreme	  close	  up	  of	  these	  hands,	  which	  is	  held	  for	  three	  seconds.	  These	  hands,	  I	  believe,	   we	   should	   look	   upon	   as	   a	   symbol	   of	   Mrs.	   Bates’	   deceased	   state.	   The	  website,	   Funeral	   Helper,	   suggests	   that,	   when	   laying	   out	   a	   dead	   person,	   the	  positioning	  of	  the	  hands	  should	  be	  as	  follows:	  	  The	  usual	  position	  for	  the	  hands	  is	  for	  them	  to	  be	  folded	  or	  clasped	  across	  or	  just	  below	  the	  chest.129	  In	  this	  shot	  the	  hands	  are,	  indeed,	  folded	  one	  over	  the	  other,	  but	  what	  is	  also	  of	  note	   is	   that	   these	  exquisitely	  worked,	   lifelike	  hands	  are	  given	  a	  deathlike	  waxy	  pallor	  through	  the	  way	  in	  which	  they	  are	  lit.	  Additionally,	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  are	  disembodied	  is	  a	  further	  allusion	  to	  Mrs.	  Bates’	  state.	  	  
                                                           129	  www.funeralhelper.org/laying-­‐out-­‐or-­‐last-­‐offices-­‐for-­‐the-­‐deceased.html	  .	  Accessed	  21st	  October	  2016.	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The	  rapid	  zooming	  in	  on	  the	  hands	  and	  the	  holding	  of	  the	  close	  up	  are	  indicative	  of	   the	  way	  Lila	  has	  become	  transfixed	  by	  them,	  as	   if	  she	   is	  staring	  death	   in	   the	  face.	  These	  hands,	  and	  the	  way	  Lila	  is	  spellbound	  by	  them	  could	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  depiction	  of	  an	  element	  of	   the	  Freudian	  death	  drive,	  of	  which	  Freud	  believes	  writing	  in	  Beyond	  the	  Pleasure	  Principle:	  	  The	  destructive	  component	  (of	  the	  super-­‐strong	  super-­‐ego)	  has	  deposited	  itself	  in	  the	  super-­‐ego	  and	  turned	  against	  the	  ego.	  What	  now	  reigns	  in	  the	  super-­‐ego	   is	   like	   a	   pure	   culture	   of	   the	   death	   drive	   and,	   often	   enough,	   it	  really	  is	  successful	  in	  driving	  the	  ego	  into	  death	  if	  the	  ego	  does	  not	  resist	  its	  tyrant	  in	  time	  (Freud,	  2011:	  115).	  	  Thus	   Lila’s	   Superego	   has	   drawn	   her	   to	   these	   hands	   and	   her	   Ego	   eventually	  resists	   the	   tyrant	   of	   the	   death	   drive	   symbolized	   by	   them,	   through	   her	   living	  double	  reflection	  that	  startles	  her	  out	  of	  her	  reverie	  on	  death.	  Ironically,	  perhaps,	  this	  could	  be	  said	  to	  recall	  Lacan’s	  mirror	  phase,	  where	  the	   infant	   is	   first	  made	  aware	   of	   themselves	   as	   a	   living	   being.	   So	   drawn	   is	   Lila	   to	   the	   hand’s	   and	   the	  death	   they	   represent	   that	   it	   is	   the	  mirror	   that	  makes	  her	  aware	  of	  herself	   as	  a	  separate	  entity	  from	  death.	  	  Lila’s	  and	  the	  camera’s	  exploration	  of	  the	  room	  end	  with	  a	  point	  of	  view	  shot	  of	  Mrs.	   Bates’	   bed	   showing	   the	   exaggeratedly	   concave	   curves	   indicative	   of	   the	  absent	  Mrs.	  Bates.	  What	  makes	  this	  final	  view	  of	  Mrs.	  Bates’	  bedroom	  so	  chilling	  is	   what	   Lila	   does	   next	   and	   how	   Hitchcock	   films	   it.	   Breaking	   from	   the	   strict	  pattern	  of	  point	  of	  view/reaction	  shot	  that	  Hitchcock	  has	  adopted	  in	  this	  scene,	  he	  now	  uses	  a	  full	  shot	  of	  Lila	  with	  the	  bed	  in	  the	  foreground.	  Lila	  approaches	  the	  bed,	   touches	   the	   space	  where	   the	   head	  would	   be,	   looks	   down	   the	   outline	   and	  then,	  most	  significantly,	  stares	  directly	  into	  the	  camera.	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  Fig.	  8.	  Psycho.	  Lila	  and	  the	  Memento	  Mori.	  	  I	  believe	  this	   to	  be	  Hitchcock	  depicting	  a	  Memento	  Mori,	  with	  Lila’s	   touching	  of	  the	   area	   where	   the	   head	   would	   be	   and	   staring	   into	   camera	   creating	   a	   strong	  visual	  reminder	  that	  death	  is	  the	  fate	  that	  awaits	  us	  all.	  	  
11.6	  The	  Wrong	  Man:	  “I	  gotta	  lie	  down	  for	  a	  while.”	  It	   has	   been	   argued	   in	   Chapter	   1.8	   that	   Hitchcock’s	   cameo	   in	   The	   Wrong	   Man	  offers	  the	   first	  clue	  as	  to	  the	   film’s	  concern	  with	  “the	  play	  between	  appearance	  and	  reality,”	  which	  is	  contrary	  to	  what	  Hitchcock	  seemingly	  intended	  for	  the	  film.	  Speaking	   to	   Truffaut,	   he	   describes	   the	   film	   as	   “minutely	   reconstructed”	   and	   “a	  film	  in	  which	  all	  the	  scenes	  are	  authentically	  reconstructed”	  and	  that	  he	  was	  “too	  concerned	   with	   veracity	   to	   take	   dramatic	   licence”	   (Truffaut,	   1984:	   237/240).	  However,	   it	  will	   be	   argued	   that,	   in	   contrast	   to	  Hitchcock’s	   claims,	   visually	   and	  aurally	   the	   film	   is	  not	   concerned	  with	   veracity.	   It	   is	   instead	  one	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  overtly	  expressionistic	  films,	  with	  the	  camera	  and	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  frequently	  being	  used	  to	  reveal	  or	  allude	  to	  emotional	  states.	  	  	  One	  of	  the	  reasons	  this	  film,	  I	  would	  allege,	  achieves	  this	  expressionistic	  tone	  is	  because	   it	   is	   shot	   in	   black	   and	   white	   at	   a	   time	   when	   colour	   was	   being	  
	   267 
increasingly	  used	  in	  Hollywood	  to	  combat	  the	  rise	  of	  television.	  McGilligan	  notes	  though	   that,	   “The	  decision	   to	   shoot	  The	  Wrong	  Man	   in	  black	   and	  white	  was	   in	  line	  with	  Italian	  neo-­‐realism”	  (McGilligan,	  2003:	  535).130	  This	  is	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  veracity	  Hitchcock	  claimed	  he	  wanted	   for	   the	   film	  and	  yet	   the	   results	  offer	  not	   an	  authentic	  depiction	  of	   real	   life	  but,	   aided	  by	   the	  use	  of	  black	  and	  white	  film	  stock,	  a	  portrait	  of	  the	  inner	  turmoil	  of	  an	  individual	  caught	  in	  a	  situation	  in	  
extremis.	  	  	  Given	   that	  we	   are	   supplied	  with	   very	   few	   clues	   as	   to	   the	  working	   of	  Manny’s	  psyche,	  we	  should	  perhaps	  regard	  this	  individual	  as	  being	  a	  combination	  of	  Rose	  and	  Manny,	  with	  Manny	  representing	  the	  outer	  struggles	  of	   this	   individual	  and	  Rose	   the	   inner.	   It	   is	   in	   the	  bedroom,	  particularly	   in	   their	   last	   scene	   together	   in	  this	  room,	  that	  these	  struggles	  are	  most	  clearly	  expressed.	  	  There	  are	  three	  scenes	  involving	  Manny	  and	  Rose’s	  bedroom.	  The	  first	  point	  to	  note	   is	   that,	   unusually	   for	   the	   time,	   the	   bed	   contained	  within	   is	   a	   double	   bed,	  rather	   than	   the	   two	   single	   beds	   normally	   favoured	   by	   production	   code	  authorized	  films.	  This	  is	  probably	  more	  to	  do	  with	  Hitchcock’s	  veracity	  than	  any	  attempt	  to	  subvert	  production	  code	  guidelines.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  first	  scene	  with	  the	  bed,	   as	  Manny	   returns	  home	  at	   almost	   five	   in	   the	  morning	   to	   find	  his	  wife	  awake,	   is	   shot	   in	  medium	  close	  up,	   a	   shot	  which	  gives	   the	   impression	   that	   the	  bed	   is	   a	   single	   bed.	   This	   impression	   is	   given	   further	   credence	   by	   the	   size	   and	  position	  of	  Manny’s	  silhouetted	  head	  on	  the	  wall	  behind	  him.	  	  In	   this	   apparently	   single	   bed	  Rose	   lies	   prone	   suffering	   from	   impacted	  wisdom	  teeth.	  Firstly,	   it	   is	  somewhat	   ironic	   that	  Rose	   is	  suffering	  pain	   from	  these	   third	  molars,	   since	   her	   erratic	   logic	   later	   on	   in	   the	   film	   is	   anything	   but	   wise.	  Additionally,	   the	   impending	   removal	  of	   these	   teeth	   should	  not	  be	  viewed	   from	  Freud’s	   perspective	   that	   the	   loss	   of	   teeth	   in	   dreams	   is	   a	   symbol	   of	   the	   fear	   of	  castration,	  but	  from	  the	  Lacanian	  point	  of	  view	  that	  this	  castration	  is	  an	  inability	  to	  communicate	  successfully.	  McGowan	  notes	  that:	  
                                                           130	  It	  is	  an	  interesting	  coincidence	  that	  Manny	  Ballestrero	  is	  of	  Italian	  origin.	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Castration	  marks	   the	  way	   that	   the	   subject	   comes	   into	   being	   as	   a	   subject	  only	  through	  a	  cut	  that	  enables	  the	  subject	  to	  speak.	  The	  speaking	  must	  be	  incomplete,	  and	  this	  incompleteness	  is	  castration	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  42).	  	  Significantly,	  both	  Manny	  and	  Rose	  have	  problems	  with	  their	   teeth	  and	  each	  of	  these	   situations	   can	   be	   interpreted,	   symbolically,	   as	   their	   inability	   to	  communicate	   successfully,	   as	   well	   as,	   due	   to	   the	   type	   of	   pain	   being	   suffered,	  further	  linking	  them	  as	  one	  character.	  	  Rose’s	  inability	  to	  elucidate	  her	  thoughts	  is	  discussed	  below,	  but	  Manny’s	  psychologically	  inert	  acceptance	  of	  his	  situation	  when	  charged	  with	  the	  hold-­‐ups,	  and	  his	  inability,	  tantamount	  to	  unwillingness,	  to	   contest	   the	   charges,	   can	   be	   said	   to	   be	   expressed	   symbolically	   through	   the	  toothache.	   This,	   paradoxically,	   if	   he	   had	  mentioned	  when	   first	   questioned	   and	  then	  had	  it	  been	  heeded	  by	  the	  police,	  would	  have	  given	  him	  an	  alibi	  for	  the	  first	  holdup.	  	  This	  first	  bedroom	  scene,	  which	  is	  essentially	  expositional	  in	  nature,	  is	  where	  we	  are	  made	  aware	  of	  the	  family’s	  financial	  difficulties,	  the	  love	  existing	  between	  the	  couple	   and	   Manny’s	   habit	   of	   choosing	   winners	   for	   the	   following	   day’s	   races.	  However,	   it	   does	   foreshadow	   the	   end	   of	   the	   second	   scene	   of	   the	   husband	   and	  wife	  together	  in	  the	  bedroom	  with	  its	  use	  of	  a	  clock	  gently	  chiming	  five	  o’clock	  in	  the	  morning.	  In	  the	  first	  scene,	  the	  bells	  are	  heard	  and	  Manny	  watches	  his	  wife	  fall	  asleep,	  before	  kissing	  her	  gently	  on	  the	  cheek.	  Her	  pain	  has	  been	  alleviated	  through	   their	   conversation	   and	   togetherness	   achieved.	   In	   contrast,	   in	   their	  second	  bedroom	  scene,	  the	  first	  four	  chimes	  are	  heard	  as	  Rose	  admits	  she	  needs	  help.	  The	  last	  chime	  is	  heard	  when	  the	  camera	  cuts	  back	  to	  an	  isolated	  Manny	  in	  a	  one	  shot,	  perhaps	   invoking	   John	  Donne’s	   “For	  whom	  the	  bell	   tolls.	   It	   tolls	   for	  thee,”	  before	  fading	  to	  black.	  	  	  In	  the	  second	  bedroom	  scene,	  Manny	  is	  lying	  fully	  clothed	  on	  top	  of	  the	  bed.	  His	  initial	  position	  is	  the	  same	  as	  Rose’s,	  not	  just	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  direction,	  recalling	  the	  opening	  of	  Charles’s	  position	  in	  bed	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt,	  but	  also	  which	  side	  of	  the	  bed	  he	  is	  lying	  on.	  In	  fact,	  he	  is	  breaking	  an	  unwritten	  law	  of	  the	  Symbolic	  order	   that	   you	   do	   not	   occupy	   your	   spouse’s	   side	   of	   the	   bed.	   That	   he	   has	   to	   is	  perhaps	  suggested	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  bed	  is	  in	  shadow.	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These	   last	   two	   elements	   possibly	   give	   additional	   evidence	   that	   we	   should	  interpret	  Rose	  and	  Manny	  as	  being	  another	  example	  of	  the	  duality	  expressed	  in	  the	  two	  Charlies	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  discussed	  below.	  The	  scene	  itself	  though	  is	  somewhat	   self-­‐congratulatory	   in	   tone,	   as	   it	   involves	   the	   youngest	   son,	   Greg	  (Robert	  Essen)	  telling	  Manny	  what	  a	  wonderful	  father	  he	  is	  and	  Manny	  returning	  the	  compliment.	  	  And	  yet,	   is	  Hitchcock	  making	   a	   sly	   comment	  on	   the	   idealised	  version	  of	   a	   love	  between	  father	  and	  son	  as	  depicted	  here?	  He	  does	  this,	  I	  believe,	  with	  the	  alarm	  clock	  which	   is	   positioned	   between	   them	   in	   the	  master	   shot	   before	   the,	   rather	  routine,	  shot/reverse	  shot,	  sequence	  that	  is	  used	  in	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  scene.	  In	  this	  master	  shot	  we	  see	  the	  clock	  indicating	  the	  time	  to	  be	  ten	  to	  two.	  That	  Hitchcock	  is	   using	   a	   clock	   that	   tells	   a	   specific	   time	   favoured	   in	   the	   vast	   majority	   of	  advertisements	  for	  clocks	  and	  watches	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  an	  ironic	  comment	  on	  the	   (lack	  of)	  balance	  and	  harmony	  experienced	   in	   the	  Balestrero	  household.	   In	  this	   context,	   and	   taken	   in	   isolation,	   the	   entire	   scene	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   an	  advert	   for	   family	   values	   as	   symbolised	   by	   the	   clock	   telling	   the	   aesthetically	  pleasing	   time	  of	   ten	   to	   two.	  Naturally,	   the	   events	  prior	   and	   subsequent	   to	   this	  charming	  scene	  undermine	  this	  point	  of	  view.	  	  In	   the	   final	   scene	   the	   bed,	   which	   has	   not	   been	   slept	   in,	   is	   revealed	   through	  lighting	  as	  being	  a	  double	  bed	  and	  Rose	  is	  seated	  primly-­‐dressed	  in	  black	  next	  to	  it.	   The	   contrast	   between	   the	   crisp	  white	   bed	   to	   the	   left	   of	   the	   screen	   and	   the	  diminished	   Rose	   in	   black	   to	   the	   right	   is	   striking,	   with	   the	   bed,	   through	   the	  dominance	  of	  white,	  now	  implying	  a	  distance	  between	  the	  couple,	  reminiscent	  of	  the	  black	  shadow	  separating	  Jack	  Graham	  and	  Charlotte	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  in	  the	   garage	  where	  he	   expresses	   his	   love	   for	   Charlotte	   and	   she	   is	   unsure	   if	   love	  exists.131	  	  	  In	   the	   ensuing	   conversation	   the	   “You	   think	   I’m	   crazy,	   don’t	   you”	   line	   is	  accompanied	  by	  a	  very	  expressionistic	  camera	  movement.	  As	  Rose	  stands	  up	  to	  deliver	   the	   line,	   the	   camera	   lowers	   to	   assume	   a	   low	   angle	   on	   Rose.	   The	  
                                                           131	  This	  is	  discussed	  in	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  11.8.	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conversation,	  which,	  up	  until	   this	  point,	  has	  been	  shot	  using	  standard	  eye	   level	  shot/reverse	   shot	   now	   continues	   with	   the	   shot/reverse	   shot,	   but	   with	   the	  camera	  now	  alternately	  on	  a	  low	  angle	  on	  Rose	  and	  a	  high	  angle	  on	  Manny.	  The	  effect,	   rather	   obviously,	   alludes	   symbolically	   to	   a	   shift	   in	   the	   tone	   of	   their	  relationship	   with	   Rose	   now	   having	   the	   power	   of	   delusion	   and	   Manny	   the	  weakness	  of	  the	  certainty	  that	  his	  wife	  needs	  help.	  	  As	   the	   scene	   reaches	   its	   climax	   and	   Rose	   strikes	  Manny	  with	   a	   hairbrush	   and	  cracks	  the	  dressing	  table	  mirror,	  the	  sound	  of	  a	  train	  is	  heard,	  which	  gets	  louder,	  the	  more	  hysterical	  Rose	  gets.	  This	  sound	   is	   featured	  on	  one	  other	  occasion	  as	  Manny’s	  mother	  (Esther	  Minciotti)	  and	  Rose	  decide	  to	  phone	  O’Connor	  (Anthony	  Quayle),	   the	   lawyer,	   and	   Rose	   says,	   “I	   don’t	   know	   what	   to	   say	   to	   him.”	   Her	  mother-­‐in-­‐law	  replies,	  “You’ll	  have	  to	  think	  of	  what	  to	  say	  to	  him.”	  As	  she	  finishes	  her	   line,	   the	  sound	  of	  a	  passing	   train	  occupies	   the	  soundtrack,	  as	   if	   to	   indicate,	  aurally,	   that	   she	  won’t	   know	  what	   to	   say	   to	   him	   and,	   thus	   hinting	   at	   the	   first	  stages	   of	   Rose’s	   decent	   into	   hysteria.	   The	   completion	   of	   this	   descent	   is	  symbolised	  by	  the	  sound	  of	  the	  train	  as	  the	  mirror	  is	  broken	  in	  the	  present	  scene	  with	  Rose	  then	  announcing	  that,	  “There	  is	  something	  wrong	  with	  me.	  You’ll	  have	  to	  let	  them	  put	  me	  somewhere.”	  	  	  What	  Rose	  has,	  in	  fact,	  encountered	  in	  Manny’s	  situation,	  and	  her	  reaction	  to	  it,	  is	  an	  encounter	  with	  the	  Real,	  if	  we	  accept	  McGowan’s	  assertion	  that:	  The	  real	  traumatises	  the	  subject	  because	  it	  indicates	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  stable	  symbolic	   order	   that	   can	   provide	   a	   constant	   support	   for	   the	   subject’s	  identity	  (ibid:	  39).	  Thus,	  when	  Rose	  says	  that	  Manny	  thinks	  she	  is	  mad	  or	  that	  Manny	  could	  be	  the	  armed	  robber	  and	  that	  they	  should	  not	  leave	  the	  house,	  she	  is	  indicating	  that	  the	  world	   of	   her	   symbolic	   order	   is	   collapsing.	   As	   a	   result,	   and	   like	   Scottie	   in,	  coincidentally,	  Hitchcock’s	  next	  film,	  Vertigo,	  Rose	  has	  entered	  a	  world	  of	  psychic	  catatonia	   where	   the	   Symbolic	   order	   of	   words,	   and	   the	   laws	   they	   are	   used	   to	  express,	  does	  not	  exist	  and	  the	  Real	  reigns	  supreme.	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There	  is	  one	  final	  point	  to	  make	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  first	  and	  last	  bedroom	  scenes	  and	  this	  refers	  to	  Manny’s	  entrance	  in	  the	  family	  home	  just	  prior	  to	  five	  o’clock	  in	  the	  morning.	  In	  both	  scenes	  Manny	  is	  seen	  collecting	  two	  bottles	  of	  milk	  from	  the	  doorstep,	  traversing	  the	  hall	  and	  placing	  the	  milk	  in	  the	  fridge	  in	  the	  first	  scene	  and	  on	  the	  hall	  table	  in	  the	  second.	  	  	  
	  Fig.	  9.	  The	  Wrong	  Man.	  The	  mirror	  on	  the	  wall…	  	  This,	  though,	  is	  not	  the	  point	  of	  interest.	  What	  is	  of	  interest	  is	  that	  in	  both	  these	  scenes	  an	  oval	  mirror	   is	  clearly	  displayed	  on	  the	  wall	  above	  the	  hall	   table.	  And	  yet	   in	  all	  other	  scenes	   involving	   the	  hall,	   such	  as	  when	  Rose	   tries	   to	  phone	  the	  lawyer,	   or	   the	   ironically	   named	   brother-­‐in-­‐law,	   Conforti	   (Nehemiah	   Persoff),	   a	  name	  which	  Hitchcock	  emphasises	  by	  having	  the	  character	  spell	  it	  out,	  finds	  out	  what	  has	  happened	  to	  Manny,	  the	  mirror	  is	  replaced	  with	  a	  print	  of	  a	  ship	  sailing	  into	  the	  distance.	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  Fig.	  10.	  The	  Wrong	  Man.	  …	  becomes	  a	  print	  of	  a	  ship	  sailing	  into	  the	  distance.	  The	  figurine	  remains	  a	  constant	  in	  both	  scenes.	  	  While	  the	  print	  of	  the	  ship	  could	  have	  the	  standard	  Freudian	  female	  symbolism,	  the	   fact	   that	  Hitchcock	   interplays	   the	  print	  with	   the	  mirror,	   firstly	  undermines	  the	  film’s	  neorealist	  agenda	  and	  secondly,	  foregrounds	  the	  mirror	  as	  a	  significant	  symbolic	   object,	   an	   object	   which	   reappears	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film	   in	   Rose’s	  bedroom	  at	  the	  sanatorium.	  	  The	   ability	   of	   this	   oval	  mirror	   to	   transmute	   and	   transport	   itself	   is,	   perhaps,	   a	  symbol	  of	  Rose’s,	  and,	  for	  the	  reasons	  previously	  argued,	  Manny’s	  psyche.	  When	  we	  first	  see	  the	  mirror,	  and	  then	  Rose,	  she	  is	  up	  in	  bed	  with	  toothache,	  perhaps	  a	  physical	   manifestation	   of	   the	   psychic	   disturbance	   Hitchcock	   wants	   to	   depict.	  Hitchcock	  reinforces	   this	   idea	  visually	  when	   the	  bedroom	  mirror	   is	   cracked	  by	  the	  hairbrush	  she	  has	  hit	  Manny	  with.	  	  However,	   the	   transmutable	  mirror	   is	   not	   the	   only	   instance	   of	   objects	   offering	  comments	   on	   events	   in	   the	  narrative.	   The	  discussion	  of	   these	   objects	   is	   better	  placed	  in	  the	  chapter	  considering	  the	  domestic	  space.	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11.7	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith:	  “Under	  no	  conditions,	  do	  you	  hear	  me,	  are	  you	  to,	  
to…”	  The	  chaos	  of	  the	  battleground	  of	  marriage	  is	  revealed	  in	  the	  opening	  scene	  of	  Mr.	  
and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  where	  it	  is	  established	  that	  the	  (un)married	  couple	  cannot	  leave	  a	   room	  after	   a	   quarrel	   until	  matters	   have	   been	   resolved.	   The	   scene	   is	   a	   visual	  depiction	  of	   this	  battleground,	   foreshadowing	  Mark’s	  comment	   in	  Marnie	  when	  he	   says,	   “Contrary	   to	   popular	   belief,	   the	   battleground	   of	   the	  marriage	   is	   not,	   I	  repeat	   not,	   the	  bedroom.	   It	   is	   the	  bathroom.”	  The	   film	   follows	   “popular	   belief”	  and	  shows	  the	  husband,	  David	  (Robert	  Montgomery),	  seated	  on	  the	  floor	  playing	  cards,	   (a	   visual	   symbol	   of	   him	   gambling	   with	   his	   future?),	   surrounded	   by	   the	  crockery	   of	   half-­‐eaten	  meals.	   In	   other	   words,	   it	   is	   a	   scene	   which	   displays	   the	  detritus	  of	  failed	  domestic	  bliss.	  	  His	  wife	  Ann	  (Carole	  Lombard)	  is	  in	  the	  double	  bed,	  which	  can	  be	  said	  to	  act	  as	  a	  symbol	   of	   her	   controlling	   the	   marriage	   at	   this	   stage,	   with	   the	   sexual	   and	  institutional	   elements	   implied.	   As	   presented,	   this	   suggests	   a	   power	   struggle	  between	  the	  spouses,	  with	  the	  bed	  as	  the	  symbol	  of	  both	  the	  controlling	  of	  desire	  and	  the	  desire	  to	  control.	  	  	  	  Once	  the	  quarrel	  has	  been	  resolved,	  Ann	  decides	  to	  shave	  David	  with	  a	  cutthroat	  razor.	  It	  is	  of	  note	  that	  in	  both	  these	  opening	  scenes	  David	  is	  virtually	  voiceless	  and	   Ann’s	   control	   is	   absolute.	   In	   fact,	   during	   the	   shaving	   sequence,	  when	   Ann	  presents	  her	  philosophy	  discussed	  below,	  David	  can	  only	  mumble	  his	  agreement,	  since	  he	   is	  being	  shaved	  with	  a	  cutthroat	  razor,	  with	  a	  metaphorical	  castration	  perhaps	  suggested.	  Ann	  is	  both	  in	  possession	  of	  the	  voice	  and	  has	  Symbolic	  and	  Imaginary	   control	   within	   their	   personalised	   version	   of	   the	   Other	   in	   the	  relationship.	  	  	  Yet	   this	   control	   is	   necessarily,	   due	   to	   standard	   practices	   in	   Hollywood	   at	   the	  time,	   subverted	   by	   David	   towards	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film	   at	   the	   McKinley	   cabin.	  Through	   his	   deception	   of	   being	   delirious,	   he	   is	   carried	   to	   his	   bed	   and	   thus	   he	  achieves	  control	  of	  the	  bed	  as	  a	  ruse	  to	  attract	  Ann’s	  attention.	  After	  some	  initial	  comforting,	  Ann,	  with	  the	  cooperation	  of	  David’s	  best	  friend	  and	  her	  now	  fiancé,	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Jeff	  (Gene	  Raymond),	  decides	  to	  shave	  David.	  In	  this	  sequence,	  the	  control	  of	  the	  bed	  and	  the	  control	  of	  David’s	  face	  and	  voice	  are	  reversed.	  	  
	  The	   bed	   and	   the	   cutthroat	   razor,	   in	   Ann	   and	   David’s	   relationship,	   are	   thus	  symbols	   of	   the	   Lacanian	   Phallus.	  Bailly	   describes	   this	   Phallus	   as	   follows,	   “The	  word	   denotes	   its	   imaginary	   quality:	   a	   phallus	   is	   never	   a	   “penis”	   but	   a	  representation	  or	   image	  of	  potency”	   (Bailly,	  2009:	  76).	  This	   could	   suggest	   that	  the	  bed	   is	   a	   symbol	  of	   the	   location	   for	   the	   expression	  of	   sexual	  desire	   and	   the	  cutthroat	  razor	  a	  symbol	  of	  the	  fear	  of	  castration	  that	  failed	  performance	  in	  the	  bed	  can	  invoke.	  What	  David	  does	  by	  taking	  control	  of	  both	  elements	  in	  the	  latter	  scene	   is	   demonstrate,	   through	   his	   performance,	   that	   he	   is	   an	   appropriate	   and	  potent	  partner	  for	  Ann.	  However,	  their	  actions	  underline	  the	  childlike	  nature	  of	  Ann	   and	   David’s	   relationship.	   Equilibrium	   is	   achieved	   through	   infantile	  behaviour	   and	   sustained	   through	   both	   characters’	   understanding	   that	   their	  behaviour	  is	  childish.	  	  There	   is	  one	  other	  point	   to	  be	  developed	   in	  relation	   to	   the	  battleground	  of	   the	  bedroom	   in	   which	   the	   film	   opens.	   It	   is	   that,	   while	   Ann	   controls	   the	   bed	   and	  dictates	   the	   rules,	   she	   is	   essentially	   acting	   as	   the	   dominant	   male	   (or	   father)	  figure	  in	  the	  relationship.	  Thus	  her	  rule	  that	  quarrels	  have	  to	  be	  resolved	  before	  leaving	   the	   room	   is	   essentially	   a	   primitive	   method	   of	   controlling	   wayward	  elements.	  Bailly	  states:	  	  This	  (the	  father	  who	  had	  the	  Phallus)	  is	  what	  Freud	  described	  in	  his	  myth	  of	  the	  pride	  of	  the	  primitive	  horde	  –	  that	  in	  prehistoric	  cultures,	  the	  father	  of	   the	   group	   had	   all	   the	   women,	   and	   the	   children	   were	   either	   killed	   or	  expelled.	   The	   mythical	   father	   prevents	   the	   boy	   children	   from	   accessing	  Society	  (ibid:	  149).	  David	   is	   thus	  prevented	  from	  access	  to	  Society,	   just	  as	  other	  representatives	  of	  Society,	   or	   the	   Other,	   are	   barred	   from	   the	   bedroom.	   Furthermore,	   other	  members	   of	   the	   household,	   as	   well	   as	   the	   law	   firm	   where	   David	   works,	  understand	  and	  abide	  by	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  Smiths’	  version	  of	  the	  Other,	  which	  is	  effectively	  an	  inverted,	  hermetic	  version	  of	  social	  order.	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Mr.	   and	  Mrs.	   Smith	   frequently	   alludes	   to	   violence	   either	   through	   the	   script	   or	  with	  visual	  remnants	  of	  violent	  acts.	  In	  all	  cases	  it	  is	  Ann	  who	  is	  the	  perpetrator	  of	   the	   violent	   act	   and	   David	   the	   recipient.	   Both	   parties	   are	   accepting	   of	   this	  situation.	  This	  places	  them	  quite	  clearly	  as	  symbols	  of,	  respectively,	  sadistic	  and	  masochistic	  behaviour.	  Freud	  notes	  in	  “The	  Sexual	  Aberration”	  that,	  by	  using	  the	  terms	  sadism	  and	  masochism,	  we,	  “…bring	  into	  prominence	  the	  pleasure	  in	  any	  form	  of	  humiliation	  or	  subjection”	  (Freud,	  2011:	  36).	  Thus,	  Ann,	  with	  her	  ever-­‐expanding	   list	   of	   rules	   and	   her	   fondness	   for	   throwing	   objects	   containing	  liquids132	  at	  David,	  is	  attempting	  to	  subject	  and	  humiliate	  the	  object	  of	  her	  desire.	  In	  addition,	  David	  accepts	  and	  enjoys	  his	  position	  as	  the	  recipient	  of	  these	  violent	  gestures,	  including	  the	  rule	  making,	  since	  he	  is	  the	  masochist	  in	  the	  relationship.	  	  	  This	  couple	   is	   thus	  a	  reversal	  of	   traditionally	  viewed	   female/male	  roles.	  While	  Ann	   is	   emancipated,	  David	   is	   emasculated.	   In	   fact,	   he	   has	   the	  more	   traditional	  Hollywood	   feminine	   qualities	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   film;	   he	   is	   passive,	  subservient	   and	   conciliatory	   contrasted	   with	   Ann’s	   male	   qualities	   of	   setting	  rules,	   demanding	   answers	   and	   physical	   control,	   as	   exemplified	   with	   the	   first	  shaving	  sequence.	  	  It	   should	   be	   noted,	   however,	   that	   Ann	   and	   David	   are	   both	   cognisant	   of	   the	  unwritten	   Symbolic	   rule	   that	   binds	   them	   together:	   I	   enjoy	   delivering	   pain	   and	  you	  enjoy	  receiving	   it.	  However,	   for	  David,	   this	  unwritten	  rule	  has	  a	  secondary	  clause:	  I	  will	  actively	  create	  situations	  in	  which	  you	  can	  hurt	  and	  humiliate	  me.	  Whereas,	   for	   Ann,	   her	   secondary	   clause	   states:	   Unable	   to	   hurt	   you,	   I	   will	  deliberately	   place	  myself	   in	   situations	   where	   I	   am	  miserable.	   Freud	   describes	  this	  pattern	  as	  follows:	  	  But	   the	  most	   remarkable	   feature	   of	   this	   perversion	   is	   that	   its	   active	   and	  passive	   forms	   are	   habitually	   found	   to	   occur	   together	   in	   the	   same	  individual…	  …A	  sadist	  is	  always	  at	  the	  same	  time	  a	  masochist	  (ibid:	  38).	  In	   fact,	  after	   the	  discovery	   that	   they	  are	  unmarried,	  all	   the	  major	  scenes	  of	   the	  film	  revolve	  around	  the	  premise	  of	  the	  reversal	  of	  sado-­‐masochistic	  tendencies.	  
                                                           132	  This	  release	  of	  liquids	  should,	  of	  course,	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  symbol	  for	  male	  ejaculation	  and,	  furthermore,	  one	  which	  is	  missing	  its	  target.	  This	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  further	  allusion	  to	  their	  childless	  marriage.	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The	   scene	   in	   the	   Florida	   Club,	   where	   Ann	   is	   miserably	   dating	   Jeff	   and	   David	  attempts	   to	   convince	   her	   he	   is	   dating	   a	   cool	   quiet	   blonde	   exemplify	   this.	   This	  scene	   ends	  with	  David	   hitting	   himself	   on	   the	   nose	  with	   a	   cruet.	   In	   this	   image,	  there	   is	   visual	   proof	   that	   his	   tendencies	   are	   both	   sadistic	   and	   masochistic.	  Without	   Ann	   to	   administer	   the	   violence	   his	   psyche	   requires,	   he	   resorts	   to	  administering	  it	  to	  himself.	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  an	  example	  of	  Ann	  placing	  herself	  in	  a	  situation	  where	  she	  is	  miserable	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  parachute	  jump	  sequence,	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  which	  she	   sardonically	   announces,	   “I’ve	   never	   been	   so	   happy	   in	   all	   my	   life.”	   In	   this	  scene	  she	  and	  Jeff	  are	  trapped	  suspended	  on	  a	  fairground	  attraction.	  Her	  misery	  is	  compounded	  not	  just	  by	  the	  company	  she	  is	  keeping	  but	  also	  by	  the	  rain	  which	  soaks	   both	   characters.	   This	   misery	   is	   further	   demonstrated	   by	   three	   point	   of	  view	   shots	   of	   the	   crowd	   getting	   smaller	   as	   the	   parachute	   ride	   gets	   higher	   and	  starts	  swaying.	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  unhappiness	  she	  demonstrates	  in	  these	  scenes	   is	   one	   of	   the	   elements	   that	   can	   be	   attributed	   to	   sado-­‐masochism	  when	  aggressiveness	  is	  not	  possible.	  Freud	  indicates:	  It	  is,	  moreover,	  a	  suggestive	  fact	  that	  the	  existence	  of	  the	  pair	  of	  opposites	  formed	   by	   sadism	   and	   masochism	   cannot	   be	   attributed	   merely	   to	   the	  element	  of	  aggressiveness	  (ibid:	  38).	  	  With	   this	   in	   mind	   it	   can	   be	   argued	   that	   Ann	   and	   David’s	   persistent	   sado-­‐masochistic	   tendencies	   are	   heavily	   ritualised	   mating	   dances	   that	   lead	   up	   to	  intercourse.	   In	   this	   respect,	   their	   aggressiveness,	   and	   its	  opposite,	  passiveness,	  are	   necessary	   attributes	   of	   their	   relationship	   to	   satiate	   their	   childlike	   needs;	  needs	  which	  are	  better	  met	  through	  the	  conflict,	  rather	  than	  consolation,	  that	  the	  bedroom	  offers	  them.	  	  
11.	  8	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt:	  “When	  I	  try	  to	  think	  of	  how	  I	  feel,	  I	  always	  come	  
back	  to	  Uncle	  Charlie.”	  The	   discussion	   of	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt	   is	   based	   on	   the	   premise	   that	   Charlotte’s	  (Teresa	   Wright)	   bedroom	   is	   the	   location	   of	   and	   point	   of	   departure	   for	   a	  daydream	  which	  all	  of	  the	  events	  of	  the	  film	  should	  be	  viewed	  as	  being.	  For	  it	  is	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in	   her	   bedroom	   and	   her	   ensuing	   daydream	   that	   Charlotte133	   examines	   her	  position	  as	  a	  young	  woman	  in	  Santa	  Rosa	  and	  the	  prospects	  that	  await	  her	  there.	  These	  would	   appear	   be	  matters	   that	   have	   concerned	   her	   for	   some	   time,	   since	  they	  emerge	  fully	  formed	  and	  are	  voiced	  through	  an	  uncle	  in	  her	  daydream,	  who	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  aunt.	  	  
	  While	   the	   received	  perception	   is	   that	  Charles	   and	  Charlotte,	   through	   the	  name	  that	  binds	  them,	  are	  male	  and	  female	  views	  of	  what	  two	  individuals	  think	  of	  life,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  argue	  that,	  in	  fact,	  the	  film	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  the	  daydream	  of	  a	  female	  who	  is	  engaged	  in	  a	  struggle	  with	  her	  psyche	  to	  question	  the	  small-­‐town	  expectations	  of	  her	  marrying.	  To	  do	  so,	  within	  the	  context	  of	  her	  daydream,	  she	  externalises	  the	  female	  aspects	  of	  herself	  as	  Charles,	  while	  maintaining	  what	  she	  perceives	   as	   the	   desirable	   male	   aspect	   of	   independence	   in	   herself.	   It	   is	   these	  male	   perceptions	   that	   kill	   the	   female	   Charles	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   film,	   and	  consequently	  make	  Charlotte	  stronger.	  
	  Such	   a	   radical	   viewpoint	   can	   be	   valid,	   if	   we	   accept	   that,	   as	   has	   been	   argued	  above,	   Mrs.	   Danvers	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   the	   physical	   embodiment	   of	   Rebecca	   and	  Norman	  assuming	  the	  role	  of	  mother	  or	  Manny	  and	  Rose	  being	  the	  physical	  and	  psychological	  representations	  of	  the	  same	  character.	  If	  so,	  then	  there	  is	  a	  case	  to	  be	  made	  that	  Charlotte	  and	  Charles	  are	  not,	  in	  fact,	  two	  people,	  but	  one	  	  person	  surveying	  her	  psychic	  landscape	  through	  a	  daydream.	  Freud	  notes	  of	  daydreams	  in	  “Hysterical	  Phantasies	  and	  their	  Relation	  to	  Bisexuality”	  (1908)	  that	  they	  are:	  Invested	   and	   charged	   with	   great	   interest,	   carefully	   tended	   and	   on	   the	  whole	  slyly	  protected	  as	  if	  they	  were	  among	  the	  most	  intimate	  treasures	  of	  our	  personality	  (Freud	  et	  al,	  2004:	  310).	  Consequently,	  as	  the	  silent	  Charlotte	  lies	  on	  her	  bed	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film,	  she	  is	  carefully	  tending	  the	  intimate	  treasures	  that	  become	  the	  events	  of	  the	  film;	  a	   slyly	   protected	   and	   protracted	   daydream.	   Robin	   Wood	   alludes	   to	   this	  possibility	  when	   he	  writes,	   “The	   detailed	   paralleling	   of	   uncle	   and	   niece	   can	   of	  course	  be	  read	  as	  comparison	  as	  much	  as	  contrast,	  and	  the	  opposition	  that	  of	  two	  
                                                           133The	  names	  Charlotte	  and	  Charles	  are	  being	  used,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  more	  usual	  Young	  Charlie	  and	  Uncle	  Charlie,	  to	  delineate	  the	  masculine	  and	  feminine	  elements	  of	  Charlotte’s	  personality.	  
	   278 
sides	  of	  the	  same	  coin”	  (Wood,	  2002:	  298)	  (My	  italics).	  That	  the	  film	  is	  about	  one	  coin,	   Charlotte	   and	   her	   two	   sides,	   her	   masculine	   and	   feminine	   sides	   is	   given	  further	  credence	  by	  taking	  what	  Freud	  says	  in	  his	  essay	  “The	  Transformations	  of	  Puberty”	  into	  account:	  In	  human	  beings	  pure	  masculinity	  or	  femininity	  is	  not	  to	  be	  found	  either	  in	  a	   psychological	   or	   biological	   sense.	   Every	   individual	   on	   the	   contrary	  displays	  a	  mixture	  of	  the	  character-­‐traits	  belonging	  to	  his	  own	  sex	  and	  the	  opposite	  sex,	  and	  he	  shows	  a	  combination	  of	  activity	  and	  passivity	  whether	  or	  not	  these	  last	  character-­‐traits	  tally	  with	  his	  biological	  ones	  (Freud,	  2011:	  97).	  Thus,	   it	   is	   natural	   that	   the	   daydreaming	   Charlotte,	   in	   her	   semi-­‐transcendent	  state,	   allows	  both	   the	   feminine	   and	  masculine	   aspects	   of	   her	   personality	   to	   be	  expressed.	   James	   McLaughlin	   specifically	   refers	   to	   the	   masculine	   in	   Charlotte	  when	   he	   states	   in	   “All	   in	   the	   Family:	   Alfred	   Hitchcock’s	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt,”	  (1980)	  that:	  The	  masculine	  half	  of	  Charlie’s	  personality	  seeks	  those	  “masculine”	  traits	  of	  independence	  and	  power;	  and	  it	  is	  this	  phallic	  striving	  half	  that	  is	  really	  the	  cause	   of	   the	   aggression	   unleashed	   against	   the	   family	   and,	   ultimately,	  herself	  (Deutelbaum	  et	  al,	  2009:	  150).	  I	  fully	  concur	  with	  McLaughlin’s	  proposal	  that	  Charlotte’s	  personality	  is	  involved	  in	  a	  struggle,	  but,	  rather	  than	  view	  the	  events	  of	  the	  film	  as	  Charlotte	  fighting	  an	  externalised	   masculine	   desire,	   embodied	   by	   Charles,	   we	   can	   view	   the	   film	   as	  Charlotte	   fighting	   an	   externalised	   feminine	   persona	   repressed	   by	   small	   town	  expectations,	  which	  Charles	  represents	  in	  her	  daydream.	  	  	  That	  Charles	  is	  a	  projection	  of	  Charlotte’s	  daydream	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  viable	  if	  we	  examine	  several	  issues.	  The	  opening	  sequence	  in	  which	  we	  are	  introduced	  to	   Charles	   and	   Charlotte	   has	   been	   much	   commented	   upon	   as	   a	   metaphoric	  representation	  of	   the	  two	  attitudes	  the	  characters	  depict	   through	  their	  posture	  in	  their	  respective	  beds.134	  However,	  in	  the	  very	  first	  shot	  of	  Charles,	  he	  is	  supine	  on	  the	  bed	  with	  his	  head	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen.	  The	  film	  then	  cuts	  to	  the	  scene	  which	  mirrors	  Charlotte,	  with	  his	  head	  on	  the	  right	  of	  the	  screen.	  And	  yet,	  in	  the	  
                                                           134	  Perhaps	  the	  most	  discussed	  positioning	  of	  good	  and	  evil	  in	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène.	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first,	   introductory,	   shot	   of	   Charles,	   Hitchcock	   is	   linking	   the	   characters	   as	   one	  
entity	   and	   not	   as	   two	   individuals	   through	   the	   way	   they	   are	   filmed	   on	   their	  respective	   beds.	   	   This	   idea	   is	   given	   further	   credence	   because	   when	   Charles	  eventually	  takes	  occupancy	  of	  Charlotte’s	  bedroom,	  he	  is	  usually	  filmed	  from	  the	  same	   perspective	   as	   Charlotte,	   that	   is	   to	   say,	   with	   his	   head	   to	   the	   left	   of	   the	  screen.	  	  Moreover,	  at	   the	  end	  of	  Charles’	   first	  day	   in	   the	  Santa	  Rosa	  household,	  both	  he	  and	  Charlotte	   are	   filmed	   in	   their	   beds,	   in	   a	   reversal	   of	   their	   first	   appearances.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  Charlotte	  is	  now	  on	  the	  right	  of	  the	  screen	  and	  Charles	  on	  the	  left.	  In	  view	  of	  the	  hypothesis	  being	  put	  forward,	  Charlotte’s	  projection	  of	  Charles	  is	  now	  dominating	  her	  psyche	  in	  her	  day,	  or	  rather	  night,	  dream.	  Furthermore,	  by	  having	   Charlotte	   in	   bed,	   once	   again	   eyes	   open	   and	   silent,	   prior	   to	   cutting	   to	  Charles,	  the	  scene	  offers	  another	  indication	  that	  Charlotte	  is	  daydreaming.	  	  Charlotte’s	   initial	   scene	   with	   her	   father,	   Joseph	   (Henry	   Travers),	   also	   offers	   a	  clue	  that	  the	  film	  is	  about	  Charlotte	  and	  her	  sense	  of	  identity	  as	  a	  young	  woman	  and	  that	  she,	  as	  we	  do	  in	  daydreams,	  can	  control	  both	  actions	  and	  dialogue.	  Since	  she	  is	  seeking	  to	  exert	  control	  over	  her	  own	  life	  and	  space,	  it	  is	  only	  natural	  that	  the	   father,	   as	   a	   male,	   in	   view	   of	   the	  many	   issues	   raised	   in	   the	   film	   about	   the	  role(s)	   of	  women,	   be	   excluded	   from	   this	   development.	  Hitchcock	   achieves	   this	  severance	   by	   not	   having	   Joseph	   enter	   her	   bedroom	   until	   seemingly	   given	  permission	  to	  do	  so	  by	  Emma	  (Patricia	  Collinge),	  the	  mother,	  as	  she	  returns	  from	  her	  various	  domestic	  errands.	  The	  dialogue	  with	  her	  father,	  who	  remains	  at	  the	  threshold	  of	  the	  room,	  prior	  to	  this	  entrance,	  offers	  further	  clues:	  Charlotte:	  I've	  come	  to	  the	  conclusion	  that	  I	  give	  up.	  I	  simply	  give	  up.	  Joseph:	  What	  are	  you	  going	  to	  give	  up?	  Charlotte:	  Have	  you	  ever	  stopped	  to	  think	  that	  a	  family	  should	  be	  the	  most	  wonderful	  thing	  in	  the	  world	  and	  that	  this	  family's	  just	  gone	  to	  pieces?	  Joseph:	  We	  have?	  Charlotte:	  Of	  course	  we	  have.	  We	  just	  sort	  of	  go	  along	  and	  nothing	  happens.	  We're	  in	  a	  terrible	  rut.	  It's	  been	  on	  my	  mind	  for	  months.	  What's	  gonna	  be	  our	  future?	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Joseph:	  Oh,	  come	  now,	  Charlie.	  Things	  aren't	  as	  bad	  as	  that.	  The	  bank	  gave	  me	  a	  raise	  last	  January.	  Charlotte:	  Money.	  How	  can	  you	   talk	  about	  money	  when	   I'm	   talking	  about	  souls?	  We	  eat	  and	  sleep	  and	  that's	  about	  all.	  We	  don't	  even	  have	  any	  real	  conversations.	  We	  just	  talk…	  While	  Charlotte’s	  utterances	   can	  be	   said	   to	  be	   those	  of	   a	  disgruntled	   teenager,	  they	  can	  also	  be	  said	  to	  be	  nascent	   forms	  of	   the	  eloquent	  negativity	   in	  Charles’	  two	  key	  speeches,	  one	  concerning	  rich	  widows	  “eating	  the	  money”	  and	  “playing	  all	  night”135	  and	  the	  other	  which	  talks	  of	  “ripping	  the	  fronts	  off	  house	  and	  finding	  swine.”136	   This	   latter	   speech	   is	   delivered	   as	   a	   soliloquy,	   but	  more	   importantly	  develops	  the	  thesis	  Charlotte	  has	  already	  proposed	  to	  her	  father	  about	  the	  family	  having	  gone	  to	  pieces.	  	  	  Additionally,	   its	   repeated	   reference	   to	   sleeping,	   dreaming	   and	  waking,	   support	  the	  notion	   that,	   just	  as	  we	  are	  aware	  we	  are	  daydreaming,	  so	   is	  Charlotte	  with	  these	  references.	  Equally,	  the	  dream	  is	  a	  place	  where	  we	  can	  be	  surprised	  by	  the	  apparent	   eloquence	   we	   can	   achieve,	   the	   place	   where	   we	   say	   exactly	   what	   we	  mean	   to	   figures	   of	   authority	   in	   the	   Symbolic	   order	   such	   as,	   for	   example,	   our	  employers,	  where	  the	  Subject	  repressed	  by	  the	  Other	   is	  given	  a	  voice	   that	  says	  what	  the	  conscious	  Ego	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  by	  the	  Symbolic	  order.	  	  That	  Charles	   is	   a	   dream	   figure	  who	   can	   say	   things	   that	  Charlotte	  wants	   to	  but	  can’t	  is	  given	  further	  weight	  by	  the	  location	  of	  the	  first	  of	  his	  key	  speeches:	  at	  the	  family	   dinner	   table.	   It	   is	   at	   the	   dinner	   table,	   the	  most	   public	   of	   family	   spaces,	  where	   middle-­‐class	   civility	   reigns	   and	   unfavourable	   opinions	   usually	   remain	  unspoken.	   And	   yet	   Charles	   utters	   words	   which	   are	   neither	   suitable	   for	   the	  situation	  nor	   in	   keeping	  with	   the	  debonair	   pose	   of	   social	   ease	  he	  has	   thus	   far,	  
                                                           135	  The	  full	  “rich	  widows”	  speech	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  footnote	  on	  page	  233.	  136	  The	  full	  speech	  is	  as	  follows:	  “You’re	  just	  an	  ordinary	  little	  girl	  living	  in	  an	  ordinary	  little	  town.	  You	  wake	  up	  every	  morning	  of	  your	  life	  and	  you	  know	  perfectly	  well	  that	  there	  is	  nothing	  in	  the	  world	  to	  trouble	  you.	  You	  go	  through	  your	  ordinary	  little	  day	  and	  at	  night	  you	  sleep	  your	  untroubled	  ordinary	  little	  sleep,	  filled	  with	  peaceful	  stupid	  dreams.	  And	  I	  brought	  you	  nightmares.	  Or	  did	  I?	  Or	  was	  it	  a	  silly,	  inexpert	  little	  lie?	  You	  live	  in	  a	  dream,	  you’re	  a	  sleepwalker,	  blind!	  How	  do	  you	  know	  what	  the	  world	  is	  like?	  Do	  you	  know	  the	  world	  is	  a	  foul	  sty?	  Do	  you	  know	  if	  you	  ripped	  the	  fronts	  off	  houses	  you’d	  find	  swine?	  The	  world’s	  a	  hell.	  What	  does	  it	  matter	  what	  happens	  in	  it?	  Wake	  up	  Charlie.	  Use	  your	  wits.	  Learn	  something.”	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with	   one	   exception,	   maintained.	   Such	   inappropriateness,	   within	   the	   family	  setting,	   suggests	   that	   this	   speech,	  particularly	  when	   linked	   to	  her	  own	  nascent	  grumblings	  to	  her	  father,	  is	  a	  dream	  projection	  of	  Charlotte’s.	  	  	  The	  exception	  is	  when	  Charles	  deposits	  money	  at	  the	  bank	  where	  he	  makes	  crass	  jokes	  about	  Joe	  embezzling	  money	  and	  being	  after	  the	  bank	  manager’s	  job.	  	  The	  heightened	  use	  of	  echo	  on	   the	  soundtrack	  adds	   to	   the	  daydream	  artificiality	  as	  does	  the	  key	  element	  of	  the	  scene:	  Charles	  depositing	  forty	  thousand	  dollars	   in	  the	  bank.	  The	  first	  point	  to	  note	  is	  that	  the	  sum	  is,	  coincidentally	  or	  not,	  the	  same	  amount	  Marion	  steals	  in	  Psycho	  seventeen	  years	  later.	  	  	  This,	  in	  turn,	  leads	  us	  to	  examine	  the	  physical	  volume	  of	  the	  banknotes	  denoting	  forty	   thousand	   dollars.	   In	  Psycho	   the	  money	  would	   appear	   to	   be	   presented	   in	  realistic	  proportions.	  The	   same	   cannot	  be	   said	  of	   the	   forty	   thousand	  dollars	   in	  the	  present	  case.	  Charles	  counts	  out	  forty	  thousand	  dollars	  and	  places	  the	  notes	  on	  the	   table	   in	   front	  of	   the	  bank	  manager.	  What	   leads	  me	  to	  believe	   they	  are	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  this	  quantity,	  and	  therefore	  an	  element	  of	  Charlotte’s	  daydream,	  is	  the	  space	  they	  occupy.	  They	  form	  a	  single	  neat	  pile	  approximately	  half	   a	   centimetre	   high.	   I	   propose	   that	   Charlotte	  would	   have	   little	   notion	   as	   to	  what	   forty	  thousand	  dollars	  would	   look	   like	  and	  thus	   is	  using	  spoken	  words	  to	  denote	  a	  lot	  of	  money	  but	  has	  inaccurately	  visualised	  the	  said	  quantity.	  After	  all,	  we	   have	   already	   seen	   a	   larger	   quantity	   of	   notes	   in	   the	   first	   scene,	   when	   the	  landlady,	  Mrs.	  Martin	  (Constance	  Purdy)	  says	  to	  Charles,	  “You	  shouldn’t	  leave	  all	  that	  money	  lying	  around	  like	  that.”	  	  There	  are	  other	  elements	  of	  Charles’	  appearance	  and	  actions	  which	  support	  the	  idea	  that	  Charlotte’s	  concerns	  are	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  film.	  As	  he	  enters	  Charlotte’s	  bedroom	  for	   the	   first	   time,	  he	   is	  warned	  by	   Joseph	  not	   to	   throw	  his	  hat	  on	   the	  bed	  so	  as	  not	  to	  invite	  trouble.	  In	  retrospect,	  the	  gesture	  of	  him	  throwing	  his	  hat	  on	  the	  bed	  symbolises	  not	  just	  the	  trouble	  leading	  to	  his	  inevitable	  death	  in	  this	  drama	  within	  Charlotte’s	  psyche,	  but	   the	   conflict	  within	  Charlotte	  and	   the	  way	  she	  wants	  to,	  “Shake	  things	  up.”	  	  	  
	   282 
Secondly,	   in	   the	   same	   sequence,	   he	   picks	   a	   flower	   for	   his	   buttonhole.	   Freud	  comments	   on	   appearance	   in	   The	   Psychopathology	   of	   Everyday	   Life	   (1901)	   as	  follows:	  Every	   change	   in	   customary	   attire,	   every	   little	   negligence,	   such	   as	   an	  unfastened	   button,	   every	   trace	   of	   exposure	   means	   to	   express	   something	  that	  the	  wearer	  of	  the	  apparel	  does	  not	  wish	  to	  say	  directly,	  usually	  as	  he	  is	  entirely	  unconscious	  of	  it	  (Freud,	  2010:	  94).	  While	   Freud	   focuses	   on	   neglect,	   it	   could	   be	   maintained	   that	   an	   over-­‐consideration	   of	   one’s	   appearance	   is	   also	   symptomatic	   of	   the	   unconscious.	   In	  light	   of	   this	   and,	   as	   seen	   in	   Freud’s	   dream	   symbolism,	   the	   flower	   is	   clearly	   a	  female	  symbol.	  Indeed	  Charles’	  sartorial	  fastidiousness,	  I	  would	  contend,	  can	  be	  traditionally	  perceived	  of	  as	  a	   feminine	  characteristic.	  This	  supports	  the	  notion	  that	  Charles	  is	  a	  female	  projection	  of	  Charlotte’s	  daydream.	  	  	  Equally,	   for	  a	  man	  who	  doesn’t	  want	  his	  photograph	  taken,	  he	  acts	  and	  dresses	  with	  the	  flamboyance	  of	  an	  individual	  who	  wants	  to	  be	  noticed.	  Interestingly,	  in	  this	   context,	   Charles	   functions	   within	   the	   film	   precisely	   as	   Laura	   Mulvey	  perceives	   the	   role	   of	   women	   actresses	   in	   “Visual	   Pleasure	   and	   Narrative	  Cinema”:	  Traditionally,	   the	   woman	   displayed	   has	   functioned	   on	   two	   levels:	   as	   an	  erotic	  object	  for	  the	  characters	  within	  the	  screen	  story,	  and	  an	  erotic	  object	  for	  the	  spectator	  within	  the	  auditorium	  (Stam	  et	  al,	  2000:	  488).	  	  Charles	   similarly	   serves	   two	   functions	  within	   the	   film:	   he	   acts	   as	   an	   object	   of	  desire	  for	  the	  women	  of	  Santa	  Rosa,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  projection	  of	  a	  female	  ideal	  for	  Emma	  and	  Charlotte.	  If	  we	  take	  Charlotte	  and	  Emma’s	  remarks	  on	  the	  childhood	  photograph	  of	   Charles,	   “Uncle	   Charlie,	   you	  were	  beautiful.”	  Wasn’t	   he	   though,”	  the	   adjective	   “beautiful”	   is	   one	   which	   implies	   appearance	   over	   substance	   and	  superficiality	  over	  depth.	  These	  perceptions	  are,	  of	   course,	  ones	  which	   females	  are	  traditionally	  associated	  with	  by	  males.	  	  There	  is	  a	  further	  point	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  reflected	  on	  with	  Charles’s	  first	  entrance	  in	   Charlotte’s	   bedroom.	   He	   looks,	   seemingly	   proudly,	   at	   a	   picture	   of	   Charlotte	  graduating	   from	   high	   school,	   and	   later,	   at	   dinner,	   her	   father	   notes	   of	   her	   that	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she’s	  got	  brains	  and	   tellingly,	   that	  she	  won	   the	  debate	  single-­‐handed	  at	  school.	  The	  expression	  “single-­‐handed”	  might	  be	  said	  to	  support	  the	  idea	  that	  the	  film	  is	  an	   extended	   inner	   monologue	   as	   Charlotte	   single-­‐handedly	   sets	   up	   a	   debate,	  creating	  a	  narrative	  to	  explore	  her	  own	  desire,	  in	  the	  psychoanalytic	  sense.	  	  However,	  what	   is	   it	   that	   this	   intelligent	  young	  woman	  actually	  does?	  We	   learn	  from	  Emma,	  that	  Charles	  does	  “business,”	  but	  Charlotte,	  apart	  from	  occasionally	  helping	  mother	   in	   the	   kitchen,	   like	   Charles,	   realistically	   does	   nothing	   practical	  and	   seems	   to	   have	   no	   ambitions	   to	   go	  with	   her	   brains	   and	   is	   seen	   in	   her	   first	  scene	  lying	  on	  her	  bed	  daydreaming	  and	  later	  spends	  all	  day	  in	  bed	  sleeping	  and	  dreaming,	  instead	  of	  being	  engaged	  in	  a	  more	  meaningful	  activity	  at	  the	  service	  of	  the	  Other	  during	  the	  working	  day.	  	  	  Indeed,	   one	   of	   the	   film’s	   main	   points	   is	   to	   question	   what	   the	   role	   of	   women	  should	  be	  in	  small	  town	  America	  and,	  by	  extension,	  society	  itself.	  It	  would	  seem	  that,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  film,	  women	  have	  no	  future	  apart	  from	  marriage	  and	  it	  is	   precisely	   this	   future	   that	   Charlotte’s	   daydream	   is	   questioning.	   The	   scene	  where	   Jack	   Graham	   (Macdonald	   Carey)	   declares	   his	   love	   for	   Charlotte	   in	   the	  garage	   and	   asks	  her	   to	   think	   about	   loving	  him,	   only	   to	  hear	  her	   reply,	   “I	   don’t	  know	  Jack”,	  indicates	  that	  it	  is	  almost	  an	  act	  of	  duty	  for	  a	  woman	  to	  love	  and	  so	  lose	  her	  personality.	  Visually,	  this	  void	  of	  loss	  is	  expressed	  in	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  by	   the	   black	   space	   seen	  on	   the	   screen	   separating	  Charlotte	   on	   the	   right	   of	   the	  screen	   and	   Jack	   Graham	   to	   the	   left.	   This	   positioning	   also	   conforms	   with	   the	  notion	  that	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen,	  for	  Hitchcock	  is	  what	  is	  known,	  in	  this	  case	  the	  stability	  apparently	  offered	  by	  marriage,	  and	  the	  right,	  the	  unknown,	  here	  being	  Charlotte’s	  doubts	  about	  her	  future.	  	  It	  cannot	  be	  a	  coincidence	  that	  one	  of	  the	  apparent	  attempts	  on	  Charlotte’s	  life	  is	  in	  the	  same	  garage,	  with	  the	  black	  smoke,	  foreshadowed	  by	  the	  pool	  of	  blackness	  referred	   to	   above,	   now	   trying	   to	   choke	   love	   out	   of	   her	   as	   an	   ambition.	   Her	  daydream	   has	   now	   turned	   nightmare,	   with	   the	   female	   Charles	   trying	   to	  extinguish	  such	  male	  thoughts	  of	  independence	  in	  the	  daydream.	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This	  notion	  of	  female	  subjugation	  to	  the	  male	  fantasy	  of	  love	  is	  further	  supported	  by	   Emma’s	   most	   meaningful	   line	   of	   dialogue,	   after	   Charles	   announces	   he	   is	  leaving	  Santa	  Rosa,	  when	  she	  laments	  the	  passage	  of	  her	  life	  and	  ends	  by	  saying,	  “You	  sort	  of	  forget	  you’re	  you.	  You’re	  your	  husband’s	  wife.”	  This	  line	  is	  said	  over	  a	  slow	  zoom	  in	  to	  a	  close-­‐up	  of	  Charlotte	  on	  the	  first	  sentence	  and	  then	  a	  fade	  to	  black	  on	  her	  face	  before	  the	  second	  sentence	  is	  uttered	  over	  a	  black	  screen.	  	  	  Thus,	   the	  dialogue	  and	  the	  way	   it	   is	   filmed	  act	  as	  a	  warning	   to	  Charlotte	  about	  her	  future.	  The	  slow	  zoom	  acts	  not	  just	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  Charlotte’s	  fate	  but	  also	  as	  an	   indication	   of	   the	   passing	   of	   time,	   while	   the	   black	   screen	   over	   which	   the	  second	  line	  is	  said	  not	  only	  recalls	  the	  thick	  smoke	  of	  the	  garage	  scene	  and	  the	  initial	   gaping	  blackness	   between	  Charlotte	   and	   Jack	   in	   the	   garage	  but	   is	   also	   a	  visual	  depiction	  of	  the	  loss	  of	  personality	  Emma	  voices	  and	  which	  Charlotte	  faces	  were	  she	  to	  marry.	  	  	  	  This	  position,	  in	  many	  ways,	  is	  one	  Rachel	  Bowlby	  recognises	  in	  her	  introduction	  to	  Freud	  and	  Breuer’s	  Studies	  in	  Hysteria	  where	  she	  comments	  on	  the	  concept	  of	  femininity	  and	  how	  it	  is	  perceived	  in	  the	  interwar	  years	  in	  Europe	  states:	  This	   femininity	   is	   like	   a	   mythicised	   version	   of	   the	   situations	   of	   most	   of	  Breuer	   and	   Freud’s	   nineteenth-­‐century	   women	   patients.	   It	   puts	   women	  into	   a	   necessarily	   subordinate,	   secondary	   role:	   not	  men,	   not	   full	   subjects	  and	  never	  quite	  reconciled	  to	  their	  situation	  (Freud	  et	  al	  2004:	  xx).	  Since	  the	  film	  is	  explicitly	  set	  in	  pre-­‐war	  America,137	  this	  definition	  can	  apply	  to	  Charlotte	  in	  her	  physical	  state	  and	  Charles	  in	  her	  daydream.	  Charles	  is	  precisely	  not	  a	   full	  Subject	  because,	  apart	   from	  the	   initial	  so-­‐called	  telepathic	  decision	  to	  go	   to	   Santa	  Rosa,	  which	   is,	   of	   course,	   a	   clear	   example	   of	   Freudian	  dream	  wish	  fulfilment,	  his	  actions	  are	  reactive	  rather	  than	  proactive.	  He	  decides	  to	  stay,	  but	  as	   soon	   as	   the	   dreamer,	   Charlotte,	   realises	   the	   effect	   of	   him	   staying,	   he	   is	  
                                                           
137 It might be considered surprising for a film released in 1943 at the height of the Second World War 
that there are no references to it. This point is sidestepped through a comment the son, Roger, makes 
about the photographs Charles gives Emma of their parents. When announced the photographs were 
taken in 1888, Roger quickly calculates that this was fifty-three years ago. This single comment thus 
places the events of the film as taking place in 1941 and so prior to America’s entry into the war. 	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manoeuvred	   into	   leaving	   and	   then	   killed	   off	   as	   a	   psychic	   entity	   in	   Charlotte’s	  daydream.	  	  In	  addition	  to	  this,	   the	   film	  is	  not	  only	  arguing	  that	  marriage	  should	  not	  be	  the	  only	  recourse	  open	  to	  women	  but	  is	  also	  implying,	  through	  the	  repeated	  use	  of	  the	  musical	  motif,	   that	  the	  merry	  widow,	  the	  condition	  of	  the	  surviving	  spouse,	  would	  cease	  to	  exist	  if	  the	  marriage	  contract	  were	  not	  the	  condition	  women	  had	  to	  aspire	  to.	  In	  fact,	  the	  introduction	  of	  The	  Merry	  Widow	  refrain	  is	  done	  so	  by	  Charlotte	   through	  a	  non-­‐mouthed	  humming.	  This	   raises	   two	  points,	   the	   first	  of	  which	   is	   the	  pitch	  of	   the	  hummed	  melody,	  which	   is	   identical	  when	  her	  mother	  hums	   it	   later	   in	   the	   film.	   The	   repetition	   of	   an	   identical	   tone	   thus	   becomes	  disembodied	   and	   acts	   as	   an	   aural	   symbol	   of	   the	   condition	   Charlotte	   is	  daydreaming	  about.	  	  	  Moreover,	  while	  obviously	  offering	  the	  first	  clue	  that	  Charles	  is	  the	  Merry	  Widow	  killer,	  if	  we	  look	  upon	  Charles	  as	  a	  feminine	  projection	  of	  Charlotte’s	  psyche,	  he	  himself	   is	  being	  named	  a	  merry	  widow,	  with	  an	  attitude	   to	  money	   that	  he	  has	  declared	  to	  despise	  in	  his	  first	  key	  speech:	  And	   what	   do	   the	   wives	   do,	   these	   useless	   women?	   You	   see	   them	   in	   the	  hotels,	   the	   best	   hotels,	   every	   day	   by	   the	   thousands,	   drinking	   the	  money,	  eating	  the	  money,	  losing	  the	  money	  at	  bridge,	  playing	  all	  day	  and	  all	  night.	  By	  implication,	  Charles,	  through	  his	  powers	  of	  observation,	  is	  in	  the	  business	  of	  going	   to	   the	   best	   hotels	   and	   eating	   and	   drinking	   the	   money	   and	   is	   equally	   a	  merry	  widow	  that	  must	  be	  killed	  off	  in	  Charlotte’s	  daydream.	  	  This	  killing	  and	  its	  method	  have	  already	  been	  foregrounded	  on	  three	  occasions.	  The	   first	   occurs	   during	   Hitchcock’s	   cameo	   appearance	   in	   which	   he	   holds	   the	  entire	   suit	   of	   spades	   in	   an	   apparent	   game	   of	   bridge.	   The	   card	   given	   greatest	  prominence,	  due	  to	  its	  position	  on	  top	  of	  the	  sweep	  of	  thirteen	  cards	  is	  the	  ace	  of	  spades,	  a	  commonly	  recognised	  symbol	  for	  death.	  Secondly,	  there	  is	  the	  pluming	  black	  smoke	  as	  the	  train	  carrying	  Charles	  pulls	  into	  the	  station,	  which	  Hitchcock	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admits	   was	   a	   conscious	   decision.138	   Freud	   comments	   on	   trains	   and	   dying	   as	  follows,	  “Dying	  is	  replaced	  in	  dreams	  by	  departures,	  by	  a	  train	  journey”	  (Freud,	  1997:	  186).	  Prior	   to	   the	   final	   scene,	  where	  death	   is	  enacted	  on	   the	   train,	   there	  are	   two	   other	   references	   to	   trains,	   both	   of	   which	   can	   be	   linked	   to	   Charlotte’s	  daydream.	   In	   the	  previously	   discussed	   scene	   of	   Charlotte	   and	  Charles	   lying	   on	  their	  respective	  beds	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  first	  day,	  there	  is	  an	  unusual	  use	  of	  non-­‐diegetic	   sound.	   As	   Charles	   expertly	   blows	   a	   smoke	   ring,	   we	   hear	   the	  superimposed	   sound	   of	   a	   train	   whistle.	   While	   perhaps	   offering	   an	   amusing	  juxtaposition	  of	  smoke	  and	  sound	  at	  this	  stage	  of	  the	  film,	  this	  combination	  also	  has	  more	  ominous	  undertones,	  since	  it	  foreshadows	  Charlotte’s	  saying:	  I	   slept	  alright.	  And	   I	  kept	  dreaming.	  Perfect	  nightmares.	  About	  you,	  Uncle	  Charlie.	   You	  were	   on	   a	   train	   and	   I	   had	   a	   feeling	   you	  were	   running	   away	  from	  something	  and	  I	  saw	  you	  on	  the	  train	  I	  felt	  terribly	  happy.	  It	  is	  neither	  coincidental	  nor	  paradoxical	  that	  Charlotte	  describes	  her	  dreams	  as	  “perfect	   nightmares”	   which	   she	   is	   “terribly	   happy”	   about.	   If	   we	   take	   the	  daydream	  to	  its	  logical	  extreme,	  then	  the	  killing	  off	  of	  the	  feminine	  Charles	  at	  the	  end	  of	   the	   film	  allows	  Charlotte’s	  unconscious	  male	   libido	   to	  surface.	  Chevalier	  comments	  on	  being	  run	  over	  by	  a	  train	  as	  follows:	  The	  threat	  or	  actuality	  of	  being	  run	  down	  by	  a	  train	  expresses	  an	  extreme	  anxiety-­‐state,	   either	   because	   the	   conscious	   ego	   feels	   drowned	   and	   as	   it	  were	  annihilated	  by	  the	  unconscious	  libido	  (Chevalier	  et	  al,	  1996:	  1024).	  It	  is	  my	  contention	  that	  the	  film	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  Charlotte	  daydreaming	  for	  one	   final	   reason	   and	   this	   lies	   in	   the	   act	   of	   killing	   of	   Charles,	   the	   projected	  conscious,	  feminine,	  Ego	  and	  the	  absence	  of	  punishment	  as	  found	  in	  the	  film.	  	  	  Unlike,	   for	   example,	   Dr.	   Murchison	   in	   Spellbound,	   Jonathan	   Cooper	   (Richard	  Todd)	   in	   Stage	   Fright	   or	   Tony	  Wendice	   (Ray	  Milland)	   in	  Dial	  M	   for	  Murder	   to	  name	  but	   three,	  Charlotte	   is	   a	   rare	  example	   in	   the	  Hitchcock	   filmography139	  of	  
                                                           138	  During	  his	  interviews	  with	  Truffaut,	  Hitchcock	  comments	  on	  this	  effect	  as	  follows.	  “I	  asked	  for	  lots	  of	  black	  smoke	  for	  the	  first	  scene.	  It’s	  one	  of	  those	  ideas	  for	  which	  you	  go	  to	  a	  lot	  of	  trouble.”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  153/4).	  139	  Professor	  Michael	  Armstrong	  in	  Torn	  Curtain	  could	  be	  considered	  another	  example,	  but	  here	  the	  killing	  is	  presented	  as	  politically	  expedient	  and	  therefore	  acceptable,	  as	  are	  the	  killings	  in	  
Topaz.	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someone	  who	  gets	  away	  with	  murder.140	  And	  it	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  murder	  for	   it	   is	   Charlotte	   herself	  who	   says	   to	   Charles,	   “Go	   away	  or	   I'll	   kill	   you	  myself.	  See...	   that's	   the	   way	   I	   feel	   about	   you.”	   These	   are	   words	   which	   significantly	  contrast	   with	   the	   title	   of	   this	   section.	   Charlotte	   now	   clearly	   wants	   a	   psychic	  severance	  from	  an	  element	  she	  believed	  so	  essential	  to	  her	  personality.	  She	  now	  no	  longer	  wants	  to	  think	  of	  Charles,	  she	  wants	  rid	  of	  the	  feminine	  expectations	  he	  represents	  in	  her	  daydream.	  	  Additionally,	  such	  threatening	  words	  in	  films	  are	  normally	  taken	  as	  proof	  that	  an	  individual	   is	   guilty,	   but	   their	   masculine	   aggressiveness	   alludes	   to	   their	   true	  purpose:	  to	  try	  and	  ensure	  that	  Charlotte	  can	  rid	  herself	  of	  a	  typically	  perceived	  femininity	   to	   achieve	   a	   masculine	   freedom	   not	   usually	   attained.	   If	   this	   is	   the	  film’s	  ambition,	  then	  given	  the	  production	  code	  under	  which	  the	  film	  was	  made	  and	  the	  Symbolic	  order	  which	  it	  rigidly	  represented	  and	  supposedly	  protected,	  it	  is	  only	  through	  considering	  the	  film	  as	  Charlotte’s	  daydream	  that	  Charles’	  death	  is	  acceptable.	  	  	  	  But	   the	   final	   message	   of	   Charlotte’s	   daydream	   is	   simple.	   If	   a	   woman	   in	   small	  town	  America	  wants	  to	  avoid	  the	  fate	  of	  having	  her	  individuality	  metaphorically	  killed	   in	   the	  marriage	   contract	  by	   the	  homme	   fatale,	   then	   she	   shouldn’t	  marry.	  Thus,	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film,	  in	  which	  Charlotte	  and	  Jack	  stand	  outside	  of	  the	  church	  as	  the	  funeral	  ceremony	  takes	  place,	  is	  one	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  most	  subversive	  of	  the	  heterosexual	  couple’s	  union.	  It	  is,	  in	  fact,	  an	  ending	  that	  suggests	  the	  formation	  of	  this	  couple	  is	  the	  cessation	  of	  individuality	  of	  the	  female,	  symbolised	  by	  Charles	  being	  buried	  and	  Charlotte	  being	  with	  Jack,	  and	  a	  perpetuation	  of	  the	  hegemony	  of	  patriarchy.	  	  
11.9	  Closing	  Comments	  The	   bedrooms	   that	   have	   been	   discussed	   in	   this	   chapter	   are	   either	   sites	   of	  absence	   or	   duality.	   Duality	   is	   most	   clearly	   seen	   in	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt,	   where	  Charlotte	   investigates	   the	   male/female	   dichotomy	   of	   her	   personality	   and	   The	  
                                                           140	  Two	  other	  examples	  are	  Blackmail	  and	  Sabotage.	  The	  repercussions	  of	  these	  murders	  are	  discussed	  in	  the	  following	  chapter.	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Wrong	   Man,	   where	   Manny	   and	   Rose	   are	   the	   physical	   and	   emotional	  representations	  of	  one	  character’s	  struggles	  in	  the	  face	  of	  adversity.	  Even	  Mr.	  and	  
Mrs.	  Smith	  involves	  a	  duality;	  that	  of	  Ann	  and	  David	  finding	  room	  to	  express	  the	  masochistic/sadistic	  elements	  of	  their	  relationship.	  	  What	   is	  striking	  about	  the	  other	  four	  films	  under	  consideration	  is,	  not	   just	  that	  the	  original	  occupant	  is	  absent	  through	  (impending,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Mrs.	  Paradine)	  death,	  but	  also	  that	  Hitchcock	  has	  a	  consistent	  approach	  to	   filming	  three	  of	   the	  four	   bedrooms	   when	   they	   are	   first	   entered,	   that	   of	   the	   point	   of	   view	   shot	  followed	   by	   a	   reaction	   shot.	   It	   has	   been	   commented	   on	   in	   Chapter	   8	   that	  Hitchcock	  uses	  this	  approach	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  house,	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  house	  is	  a	  watching	  presence.	  Here	  though,	  the	  effect	   is	  somewhat	  different.	  By	  alluding	  to	  the	  personality	  of	  the	  former	  occupant	  through	  their	  personal	  effects,	  (or	  the	  lack	  of	  them,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  former	  Mrs.	  Rutland),	  Hitchcock	  is	  suggesting	  that	  their	  personalities	  are	  stronger,	  and	  therefore	  threatening	  to	  the	  person	  entering	  the	  room.	  In	  other	  words,	  their	  absence	  is	  an	  uncanny,	  unhomely	  presence.	  	  While	  these	  women	  have	  been	  banished	  from	  life,	  their	  beds	  remain	  and	  we	  can	  explore	  elements	  of	  their	  former	  psychic	  life.	  Freud	  suggests:	  What	   once	   prevailed	   in	   the	  waking	   state,	   when	   our	   psychic	   life	  was	   still	  young	  and	  inefficient,	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  banished	  into	  our	  nocturnal	  life	  (Freud,	  1997:	  404).	  What	  we	  cannot	  do	  though	  is	  explore	  their	  psychic	  being	  when	  it	  was	  “young	  and	  inefficient.”	  The	  remaining	  chapter	  of	  this	  thesis	  will	  attempt	  to	  make	  just	  such	  an	   exploration.	   It	   will	   discuss	   how	   families	   with	   children	   are	   depicted	   in	   the	  Hitchcock	   universe	   and	   how	   the	   children	   either	   comment	   on	   the	   principle	  protagonist’s	   actions	   or	   prevent	   the	   protagonist	   from	   achieving	   their	   goals.
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12.	  	  FAMILIES	  AND	  COMMUNAL	  SPACE	  
12.1	  Introductory	  Remarks	  Marriages	  and	  their	  resulting	  families	  as	  a	  backdrop	  to	  action	  are	  not	  uncommon	  in	   Hitchcock’s	   work.	   The	   films	   including	   families	   can	   be	   divided	   into	   three	  distinct	   categories:	   families	   with	   young	   children;	   married	   couples	   without	  children	   and	   families	  with	   grown-­‐up	   children.	   Coincidentally,	   in	   the	   latter	   two	  categories	   there	   are	   seven	   films	   in	   each	   category.141	   For	   the	   purposes	   of	   this	  thesis	   these	   films	   will	   not	   be	   discussed	   here,	   since,	   in	   them,	   the	   communal	  setting	   and	   the	   interactions	   taking	   place	   within	   it,	   are	   secondary	   concerns	   to	  those	  the	  films	  are	  examining.	  	  	  I	  have	  decided	  to	  define	  the	  communal	  setting	  as	  those	  films	  in	  which	  significant	  portions	   of	   the	   action	   are	   focused	   on	   the	   family	   unit,	   including	   children,	  interacting	   within	   the	   family	   space.	   These	   films	   are	   Sabotage,	   Young	   and	  
Innocent,	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  and	  The	  Wrong	  Man.142	  Reference	  will	  also	  be	  made	  to	  Blackmail	  as	  certain	  events	  in	  the	  film	  take	  place	  within	  the	  family	  home,	  even	  though	   Alice	   (Anny	  Ondra),	   the	   daughter,	   is	   a	   grown	   up	   young	  woman.	   Three	  films	  which	  include	  children	  are	  excluded	  either	  because	  the	  child	  is	  absent	  for	  much	  of	  the	  film	  and	  the	  action	  does	  not	  take	  place	  in	  the	  family	  home,	  as	  is	  the	  case	   of	   both	   versions	   of	   The	   Man	  Who	   Knew	   Too	  Much,	   or	   where	   the	   nuclear	  family	  is	  non-­‐existent,	  due	  to	  the	  death	  of	  the	  father	  referenced	  in	  the	  title	  of	  The	  
Trouble	  With	  Harry.	  	  	  What	  is	  of	  interest	  in	  the	  four	  films	  included	  for	  discussion	  is	  that	  each	  of	  them,	  with	   the	  exception	  of	  The	  Wrong	  Man,	  which	  as	  has	  been	  discussed	   in	  Chapter	  11.6	  is	  an	  atypical	  Hitchcock	  film,	  has	  a	  policeman	  either	  within	  the	  family,	  as	  in	  
Young	   and	   Innocent	   or	   as	   a	   love	   interest	   for	   the	   daughter	   in	   Blackmail	   and	  
Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  or	  wife	  in	  Sabotage.	  Equally	  telling	  is	  that	  in	  these	  last	  three	  
                                                           141	  Married	  couples	  with	  no	  children:	  Rebecca,	  Mr.	  and	  Mrs.	  Smith,	  The	  Paradine	  Case,	  Under	  
Capricorn,	  Dial	  “M”	  for	  Murder	  and	  Frenzy.	  Families	  with	  grown	  children:	  The	  Lodger,	  Blackmail,	  
Notorious,	  Stage	  Fright,	  Strangers	  on	  a	  Train,	  Psycho	  and	  Marnie.	  142	  The	  Birds	  is	  not	  included	  in	  this	  discussion	  for	  two	  reasons.	  Firstly	  the	  status	  of	  Cathy	  in	  the	  film	  has	  been	  extensively	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  8.4	  and,	  secondly,	  while	  the	  Brenner	  family	  unit	  seems	  to	  be	  structured	  as	  Mitch,	  the	  father,	  Lydia,	  the	  mother,	  and	  Cathy	  the	  daughter,	  this	  structure	  merely	  mimics	  heteronormative	  practices.	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films	  the	  female	  protagonist	  gets	  away	  with	  murder	  with	  the	  manifest	  approval	  of	  the	  policeman	  boyfriend.	  	  	  
12.2	  Young	  and	  Innocent:	  “Erica’s	  so	  young.	  She’s	  at	  an	  awkward	  age.”	  The	  title	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  offers	  certain	  clues	  as	  to	  the	  film’s	  concerns	  but	  is	  also	   somewhat	   oblique.	   To	   whom	   do	   the	   two	   adjectives	   refer,	   Erica	   (Nova	  Pilbeam)	   or	   Robert	   (Derrick	   De	   Marney)?	   Both	   characters	   are	   young	   but	   the	  word	  “innocent”	  could	  refer	  to	  Robert’s	  legal	  status	  of	  being	  innocent	  of	  a	  crime	  or	  Erica’s	  own	  status	  as	  an	  ingénue.	  This	   issue	  is	  clarified	  if	  we	  instead	  use	  the	  title	  the	  film	  was	  released	  with	  in	  America:	  The	  Girl	  was	  Young.	  Here,	  rightly,	  the	  focus	   is	   purely	   on	   Erica.	   Equally	   significant	   is	   Hitchcock’s	   decision	   to	   use	   the	  eighteen-­‐year-­‐old	  Nova	  Pilbeam	  to	  play	  the	  part	  of	  Erica.	  By	  so	  doing	  he	  ensured	  that	  the	  portrait	  of	  Erica	  was	  given	  a	  psychological	  veracity	  an	  older	  actress	  may	  have	  had	  trouble	  conveying.	  	  For	   the	   theme	  of	   the	   film	   is	   that	   of	  Erica	   and	  her	   transition	   from	  childhood	   to	  young	  adulthood	  with	  the	  necessary	  move	  away	  from	  the	  controlling	  influence	  of	  the	  family	  home.	  Freud	  notes	  in	  his	  essay	  	  “Family	  Romances”	  that:	  The	  separation	  of	  the	  individual,	  as	  he	  grows	  up,	  from	  the	  authority	  of	  his	  parents	   is	  one	  of	   the	  most	  necessary	   steps	  of	  his	  development,	   yet	  at	   the	  same	   time	   one	   of	   the	  most	   painful…	  …Indeed,	   the	   progress	   of	   society	   in	  general	  rests	  upon	  the	  opposition	  between	  generations	  (Freud,	  2003:	  37).	  In	   this	   context,	   Erica’s	   repudiation	   of	   her	   father	   (Percy	  Marmont)	   and	   his	   two	  levels	   of	   authority,	   that	   of	   the	   head	   of	   the	   household	   and	   as	   the	   local	   Chief	  Constable	   or,	   in	   other	   words,	   the	   familial	   and	   legal	   patriarchy,	   is	   both	  understandable	  and	  expected.	  	  Where,	   of	   course,	   the	   process	   of	   separation	   becomes	  more	   troubled	   is	   that,	   in	  order	   to	   achieve	   it,	   Erica	   has	   to	   allow	   her	   “instinctual	   impulses”	   (Freud	   2011:	  128)	   to	   be	   attracted	   to	   an	   individual	   who	   is	   (wrongly)	   perceived	   as	   being	   a	  criminal.	   	   It	   is	   in	   the	   resulting	   tension,	   created	   by	   Erica’s	   sexual	   and	   moral	  dilemma,	  that	  the	  drama	  of	  the	  film	  is	  achieved	  and	  ultimately	  resolved.	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This	  dichotomy	   is	  explored	  with	  different	  emphasis	   in	   two	  main	   locations.	  The	  first	  is	  in	  Erica’s	  car,	  where	  her	  instincts	  outweigh	  her	  duty	  and	  the	  second	  is	  the	  family	   home	   where	   the	   situation	   is	   reversed.	   It	   is	   on	   the	   latter	   that	   this	  discussion	  continues.	  	  	  The	  Burgoyne	  family	  home	  is	  used	  as	  a	  setting	  on	  two	  occasions:	  the	  two	  dinner	  sequences.	  The	  first	  sequence	  in	  particular	  offers	  interesting	  symbolic	  clues	  as	  to	  Erica’s	   dilemma,	   while	   the	   aftermath	   of	   the	   second	   scene,	   also	   in	   the	   family	  home,	  indicates	  her	  resolve	  to	  break	  away	  from	  the	  patriarchal	  structure	  she	  is	  a	  member	  of.	  	  This	  first	  sequence	  offers	  an	  unusual	  view	  of	  the	  Burgoyne	  family	  and	  first	  of	  all	  needs	  to	  be	  described	  in	  terms	  of	  events,	  conversation	  and	  objects	  before	  these	  can	  be	  commented	  upon.	  Comprising	  of	  six	  family	  members,	  her	  father	  sits	  at	  the	  head	   of	   the	   table	   and	   Erica	   sits	   at	   the	   other	   end,	   while	   her	   four	   brothers	   are	  seated	   between	   them,	   Chris	   and	   Stanley	   to	   Erica’s	   right	   and	   Richard	   and	   an	  unnamed	  brother	  to	  her	  left.	  After	  grace	  is	  said	  and	  lunch	  begins,	  the	  unnamed	  brother	  remarks	  that	  grace	  should	  be	  said	  in	  Latin	  and	  is	  teased	  for	  being	  top	  of	  the	  class.	  Stanley	   is	   then	  asked	  about	  his	  trip	  to	   the	  dentist	  and	  proudly	  shows	  the	   hole	   resulting	   from	   a	   tooth	   extraction.	   Stanley	   then	   asks	   Chris	   if	   he	   can	  borrow	  Chris’s	  gun.	  The	  unnamed	  brother	  questions	  whether	  the	  brother	  should	  even	  have	   the	   gun.	  On	  being	   told	  by	   Stanley	   that	   he	   can’t	   shoot	   straight,	   Chris	  then	  shows	  the	  fruits	  of	  his	  labour	  and	  produces	  a	  dead	  rat	  he	  shot	  that	  morning.	  His	  father	  admonishes	  him	  and	  Erica	  tells	  him	  to	  take	  it	  away	  and	  to	  go	  and	  wash	  his	   hands.	   The	   conversation	   then	   turns	   to	   the	   plight	   of	   the	   escaped	   prisoner,	  while	   Erica	   attempts	   to	   change	   the	   subject	   and	   returns	   to	   Stanley’s	   extracted	  tooth	  and	  whether	  he	  wants	  his	  potatoes	  mashed	  with	  milk	  or	  not.	  The	  unnamed	  brother	   then	   switches	   the	   conversation	  back	   to	   the	   escaped	  prisoner	   and	  how	  much	   money	   he	   had	   to	   which	   the	   father	   replies	   about	   three	   shillings.	   Chris	  returns	   from	   washing	   his	   hands	   and	   the	   unnamed	   brother	   comments	   on	   the	  escaped	   prisoner’s	   expectations	   after	   he	   has	   spent	   his	   money.	   There	   is	   then	  conjecture	   on	   what	   the	   prisoner	   will	   spend	   the	   last	   three	   shillings	   on	   with	   it	  being	   agreed	   that	   he	   would	   spend	   them	   on	   food.	   Chris	   concludes,	   “Unless	   he	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faints	  from	  hunger	  and	  dies	  in	  a	  field”	  and	  Stanley	  adds	  “With	  rooks	  pecking	  at	  his	  eyes.”	  The	  rest	  of	  the	  scene	  involves	  the	  father	  being	  called	  away	  to	  answer	  the	   phone	   and	   Erica	   resolving	   to	   take	   Robert	   some	   food	   and	   return	   the	   three	  schillings	  he	  has	  spent	  on	  her.	  	  The	   first	   obvious	  point	   to	  note	   is	   that	  Erica	   is	   assuming	   the	   role	   of	   the	   absent	  mother.	   It	   is	   she	  who	  says	  grace	  and	  orders	  her	  youngest	  brother,	  Chris,	   to	  go	  and	   wash	   his	   hands.	   	   Equally	   significant	   is	   that	   she	   is	   the	   only	   female	   in	   the	  family	  unit.	  Thus,	  her	  utterances	  are	  examples	  of,	  to	  use	  Luce	  Irigarary’s	  terms,	  “speaking	   like	   a	   woman”	   and	   not	   “speaking	   as	   a	   woman.”	   Rosalind	   Minsky	  comments	  on	  these	  terms	  as	  follows	  in	  Psychoanalysis	  and	  Gender	  (1996):	  Irigarary	  makes	  a	  radical	  distinction	  between	  “speaking	  as	  a	  woman”	  what	  she	  sees	  as	  the	  “feminine	  feminine”	  and	  “speaking	  like	  a	  woman”	  what	  she	  perceives	  as	  the	  “masculine	  feminine”	  (Minsky,	  1996:	  196).	  Thus,	   when	   Erica	   tells	   Stanley	   to	   shut	   up	   or	   orders	   Chris	   to	   go	   and	   wash	   his	  hands,	  she	  is	  speaking	  as	  the	  mother	  or,	  masculine	  feminine,	  and	  not	  as	  a	  young,	  independent	  woman.	  	  I	  would	  suggest	  that,	  due	  to	  her	  position	  in	  the	  patriarchy,	  she	  has	  been	  encouraged	  to	  naturally	  assume	  this	  role	  as	  the	  only	  role	  open	  to	  her,	  given	  the	  absence	  of	  any	  other	  female	  in	  the	  family	  setup.	  	  What	  should	  also	  be	  remembered	  is	  that	  the	  absent,	  presumably	  dead,	  mother	  is	  not	  referred	  to	  at	  all	  in	  the	  film.	  This	  absence,	  through	  its	  very	  presence,	  draws	  attention	   to	   the	  absent	  mother.	  This	  non-­‐speaking	  absent	  presence	   is,	  perhaps,	  the	  inverse	  of	  the	  speaking	  absent	  presence	  of	  Mrs.	  Bates	  in	  Psycho.	  It	  is	  because	  of	  the	  mother’s	  absence	  that	  Erica,	  seemingly	  willingly	  on	  a	  conscious	  level,	  has	  to	  play	  the	  role	  of	  the	  mother	  to	  the	  boys	  and	  wife	  to	  the	  father.	  If	  one	  considers	  the	  paternalistic,	   almost	   condescending	  way	  with	  which	  he	   addresses	   his	   sons	  and	   contrasts	   it	  with	   the	   conversational	  way	   he	   interacts	  with	   Erica,	   it	   can	   be	  contended	   that	   there	   is	   an	   incestuous	   undertone	   to	   their	   interactions	   that	  Hitchcock	  more	  fully	  explores	  in	  the	  relationship	  between	  Charlotte	  and	  Charles	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt.	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However,	  Erica	  does	  have	  a	  version	  of	  a	  mother	  figure	  in	  the	  film	  and	  that	  is	  her	  unnamed	  aunt	  (Mary	  Clare),	  who	  she	  visits	  during	  her	  niece’s	  birthday	  party	  as	  a	  pretext	   for	   continuing	   her	   journey	   with	   Robert.	   As	   a	   mother	   figure,	   she	   is	  perhaps	   a	   nascent	   version	   of	   the	   more	   fully	   realised	   demonic	   mothers	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   later	   films	   that	   reach	   their	   apotheosis	   in	   Psycho.	   Charles	   Barr	  describes	  her	  in	  English	  Hitchcock	  as	  being	  “neurotically	  domineering”	  and	  being	  married	  to	  a	  “submissive,	  feminised	  husband”	  (Barr,	  1999:	  179).	  Her	  appearance	  is	  matronly	  and	  she	  manoeuvres	  the	  children,	  Erica	  and	  Robert	  and	  her	  husband	  to	  bow	  to	  her	  will.	   In	  the	  context	  of	  the	  discussion	  of	  Erica’s	  questioning	  of	  her	  duties,	  the	  most	  interesting	  exchange	  during	  the	  birthday	  party	  is	  as	  follows:	  Aunt:	  Now	  children,	  you	  all	  know	  the	  game.	  One	  of	  you	  has	  to	  go	  outside…	  …	  Erica,	  you	  know	  this	  game,	  don’t	  you?	  	  Erica:	  I	  don’t	  think	  I	  remember.	  	  Aunt:	  Of	  course,	  you	  remember	  the	  game.	  You	  used	  to	  play	  it	  so	  often	  and	  often.	  Now	  you	  go	  outside	  and	  don’t	  come	  in	  till	  we	  tell	  you.	  This	   conversation,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   is	   a	   clear	   example	   of	   how	   members	   of	   a	  society	  interact	  by	  using	  the	  unwritten	  rules	  we	  are	  all	  supposed	  to	  know.	  In	  his	  discussion	  of	  Renoir’s	  La	  Règle	  du	  Jeu	  McGowan	  notes	  the	  way	  in	  which	  different	  social	  groups	  know	  their	  position	  within	  society	  and	  how	  to	  interact	  accordingly	  with	  those	  of	  other	  social	  groups.	  He	  states:	  As	  a	  result,	  it	  is	  very	  clear	  that	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  game	  to	  which	  the	  title	  refers	  are	   not	   explicit	   rules.	   One	   cannot	   find	   them	   in	   legal	   pronouncements,	  religious	  documents,	  or	  even	  in	  books	  about	  proper	  etiquette.	  Instead	  these	  rules	  are	  necessarily	  implicit	  and	  unstated,	  though	  everyone	  in	  the	  society	  understands	  them	  (McGowan,	  2015:	  105).	  Thus,	   the	  unnamed	  game	   the	   aunt	   refers	   to	   and	  Erica	   supposedly	   knows	   is	   an	  example	  of	  the	  implicit	  and	  unstated	  rules	  that	  McGowan	  refers	  to	  as	  necessary	  for	   a	   society	   to	   function.	   That	   Erica	   seemingly	   does	   not	   remember	   the	   rules,	  perhaps	   through	   not	   having	   a	  mother	   of	   her	   own,	   suggests	   that	   she	   does	   not	  know	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  game	  her	  aunt	  refers	  to.	  Bailly,	  in	  his	  discussion	  of	  how	  the	  child	  creates	  the	  father	  metaphor,	  notes:	  The	  mother	  usually	  reinforces	  this	  idea	  of	  the	  wider	  social	  realm	  to	  explain	  her	   absence	   or	   preoccupation	   by	   couching	   her	   excuse	   in	   terms	   of	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suggesting	   obligation:	   “I	   have	   to	   go	   now”…	   …In	   using	   this	   formula	   of	  obligation,	  she	  lets	  the	  child	  know	  that	  there	  are	  rules	  and	  laws	  “out	  there”	  to	  which	  she	  too	  must	  submit:	  she	  is	  not	  the	  Other,	  the	  Other	  is	  out	  there	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  79).	  Therefore	   Erica’s	   absent	   mother	   and	   Erica	   not	   knowing,	   or	   remembering,	   the	  rules	   of	   the	   game	   the	   aunt	   wants	   to	   play	   could	   be	   said	   to	   symbolise	   Erica’s	  behaviour	  in	  going	  against	  the	  will	  of	  her	  father,	  as	  both	  a	  parental	  and	  societal	  representative	  of	   the	  Other.	  Erica	  knows	  not,	  or	  has	   forgotten	   the	  Other	  or	   the	  unwritten	   rules	  precisely	  because	   the	  mother	   is	   absent.	  Her	   concerns	  with	   the	  letter	  of	  the	  law	  of	  the	  Other	  are	  expressed	  succinctly	  in	  her	  hysterical	  speech	  as	  she	  and	  Robert	  make	  their	  escape	  from	  the	  police	  for	  the	  second	  time:	  	  It’s	  awful	  running	  away	  like	  this,	  especially	  with	  an	  escaped	  man.	  It	  means	  I’m	   an	   accessory.	   An	   accessory.	   I’ll	   get	   ten	   years.	   Oh,	   it’s	   terrible.	  What’ll	  happen	  to	  the	  boys?	  Poor	  father.	  We	  must	  go	  faster,	  faster!	  You’ve	  got	  to	  get	  that	  coat	  back.	  I	  can’t	  go	  back	  now.	  Oh,	  poor	  father!	  What	  shall	  I	  tell	  him?	  What	  shall	  I	  tell	  him?	  The	  speech	  neatly	  epitomises	  first	  of	  all	  her	  lack	  of	  understanding	  of	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  Other	  with	  her	  exaggerated	  claim	  for	  her	  prison	  sentence	  and	  secondly,	  with	  the	  “we	  must	  go	  faster”	  reveals	  a	  desire	  to	  remove	  herself	  from	  the	  influence	  of	  her	  brothers	  and	  father,	  or,	  more	  specifically,	   the	   implicit,	  controlling	   influence	  of	   patriarchy.	   Her	   last,	   repeated,	   question	   voices	   her	   perceived	   duty	   to	   this	  patriarchy,	  but	  her	  actions,	  in	  driving	  away	  from	  it	  and	  at	  greater	  speed,	  indicate	  her	  need	  to	  remove	  herself	  from	  the	  said	  system.	  	  Returning	  to	  the	  first	  dining	  table	  scene	  in	  the	  Burgoyne	  family	  home,	  we	  should	  also	  consider	  the	  content	  of	  the	  apparently	  innocent	  banter	  and	  behaviour	  at	  the	  lunch	  table.	  While	  it	  could	  be	  somewhat	  tritely	  described	  as	  being	  in	  the	  territory	  of	   “boys	   will	   be	   boys,”	   it	   does	   bring	   into	   question	   the	   family	   dynamics	   of	   the	  household	  as	  well	  as	  offering	  symbolic	  clues.	  The	  first	  of	  these	  to	  be	  considered	  are	  the	  two	  elements	  Chris	  introduces	  to	  the	  lunch,	  namely	  the	  rat	  and	  the	  gun.	  	  	  This	   latter	   the	   unnamed	   son/brother	   remarks	   upon	   as	   follows:	   “Erica	   you	  shouldn’t	   let	  either	  of	   them	  have	   it.	   It’s	  highly	  dangerous.”	  Here	  Erica	   is	  clearly	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being	  posited	  as	  the	  mother,	  since	  within	  the	  logic	  of	  the	  utterance	  she	  is	  the	  one	  who	  gives	  and	  refuses	  permission.	  That	   the	  Symbolic	  and	  parental	  patriarch	   is	  not	   involved	  in	  this	  process	   indicates	  that	  his	  presence	  is	  at	  best	  benign	  and	  at	  worst	  irresponsible	  for	  one	  who	  holds	  this	  dual	  position.	  	  Additionally,	  the	  unseen	  gun	  and	  the	  very	  visible	  fruit	  of	  Chris’s	  morning	  labour,	  the	  dead	  rat,	  offer	  an	  interesting	  point	  of	  comparison.	  For	  the	  absent	  gun,	  as	  an	  object,	   is	  dependent	  on	  the	  hearer’s	  and	  viewer’s	  conception	  of	  the	  object.	  This	  naturally	  recalls	  Saussure’s	  notion	  of	  the	  signifier	  and	  signified.	  Bailly	  comments	  on	  this	  as	  follows:	  The	   signifier	   (sound	   image	   acoustic	   image)	   is	   not	   the	  material	   sound	  but	  the	  hearer’s	  psychological	  imprint	  of	  the	  sound,	  the	  impression	  it	  makes	  on	  our	  senses	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  43).	  There	  are,	   in	   the	  present	  situation,	   two	  groups	  of	  hearers:	   the	   family	  members	  gathered	  around	  the	  dining	  table	  and	  the	  members	  of	  the	  audience	  watching	  the	  film.	  The	  “psychological	  imprint”	  of	  the	  word	  “gun”	  would,	  I	  suggest,	  be	  different	  to	  both	  these	  groups	  and	  more	  exaggerated	  in	  the	  viewer.	  	  	  The	  ambivalence	  created	  by	  the	  missing	  gun	  and	  the	  way	  both	  groups	  of	  hearers	  react	  to	   it	   is	   in	  striking	  contrast	  to	  the	  shock	  expressed	  by	  the	  family	  members	  and	  probably	  the	  audience	  when	  they	  see	  the	  dead	  rat.	  Chevalier	  et	  al	  note	  of	  the	  rat	  as	  a	  symbol	  that:	  As	  Freud	  demonstrates	  in	  his	  classic	  analysis	  of	  the	  “Rat	  Man”,	  the	  creature	  is	  regarded	  as	  unclean,	  rummages	  in	  the	  bowels	  of	  the	  Earth,	  has	  distinctly	  phallic	  and	  anal	  connotation	  and	   is	  associated	  with	  notions	  of	  wealth	  and	  money	  (Chevalier	  et	  al,	  1996:	  788).	  In	  the	  context	  of	  the	  dinner	  table	  I	  would	  like	  to	  focus	  only	  on	  the	  rat	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  money	  as	  well	  as	  a	  symbol	  that	  Chevalier	  et	  al	  do	  not	  mention,	  but	  one	  which	  Freud	  does	  in	  his	  case	  study	  “The	  Rat	  Man”,	  and	  that	   is	  children.	  During	  one	  of	  his	  sessions	  with	  the	  Rat	  Man,	  Freud	  notes:	  …One	   day	   the	   Rat-­‐Wife	   in	   Ibsen’s	   Little	   Iyolf	   (sic.)	   came	   up	   in	   the	  conversation	   and	   led	  us	   to	   the	   irrefutable	   conclusion	   that	   in	  many	  of	   the	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forms	  of	  expression	  taken	  by	  his	  compulsive	  delirious	   fantasises	  rats	  also	  signified	  children	  (Freud,	  2002:	  169).	  While	   Freud	   is	   being	   case	   specific	   with	   his	   interpretation	   in	   linking	   rats	   to	  children	  and	  his	  patient’s	  fantasies,	  this	  notion	  is	  supported	  if	  we	  consider	  “The	  Pied	  Piper	  of	  Hamelin”	  as	  a	  further	  point	  of	  comparison.	  	  But	  what	  does	  this	  dead	  rat	  represent?	  If	  one	  accepts	  the	  Freudian	  symbolism	  of	  rats	  and	  children	  and	   that	   the	  Pied	  Piper	  of	  Hamelin	   is	   the	   story	   that	   removes	  both	  rats	  and	  children	  from	  the	  village,	  then,	  it	  could	  be	  contended	  that,	  visually,	  the	  somewhat	  irritating	  Chris	  and	  the	  dead	  rat	  can	  be	  combined	  symbolically	  as	  being	  unwanted.	  Thus,	  the	  father’s	  comment	  of,	  “Chris.	  That’s	  disgusting,”	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  his	  wish	  to	  remove	  the	  children	  from	  his	  world.	  Considering	  this,	  his	  desire	  to	  be,	  firstly,	  a	  strong	  father	  and,	  secondly,	  the	  Symbolic	  representative	  of	  the	  patriarchy,	  through	  his	  role	  as	  the	  chief	  constable,	  is	  undermined.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   and	   in	   keeping	   with	   Freud’s	   Rat	   Man,	   the	   rat	   can	   also	   be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  money.	  As	  the	  conversation	  at	  the	  dining	  table	  turns	  to	   the	   subject	   of	   how	   much	   money	   Robert	   has,	   the	   unnamed	   brother	   says,	  “Directly	  he’s	  spent	  those	  last	  three	  shillings,	  it	  look	  to	  me	  as	  if	  he’s	  caught	  like	  a	  rat	  in	  a	  trap,”	  a	  line	  of	  dialogue	  which	  connects	  money	  and	  rats.	  In	  his	  discussion	  of	  how	  and	  why	  the	  Rat	  Man	  developed	  his	  symbolic	  interpretation	  of	  rats,	  Freud	  notes,	   “The	   rats	   thus	   acquired	   the	   meaning	   of	   money,	   a	   connection	   that	   the	  patient	   indicated	   to	  me	  by	  associating	   the	  word	  “rate”	   to	   the	  word	  “rat””	   (Ibid:	  167).	  While	   it	   is	   psychologically	   revealing	   that	   Hitchcock,	   through	   both	   image	  and	   text,	   has	   made	   the	   connection	   between	   the	   rat	   and	   its	   possible	   symbolic	  interpretation,	  this	  is	  not	  to	  suggest	  that	  this	  is	  something	  that	  was	  intentionally	  achieved.	  As	  is	  the	  case	  with	  much	  of	  Hitchcock	  iconography,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  an	   innate	   unspoken	   ability	   to	   imbue	   an	   object	   with	   symbolic	   content,	   either	  through	   its	   appearance	   on	   the	   screen	   or	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	   text,	   which	   is	   in	  keeping	  with	  received	  subconscious	  perceptions	  of	  these	  objects.143	  	  
                                                           143	  This	  first	  dining	  table	  scene	  coincidentally	  foreshadows	  Dan’s	  hollowed	  eye	  sockets	  in	  The	  
Birds	  as	  Stanley	  says	  of	  the	  imagined	  dead	  Robert	  in	  a	  field	  “With	  rooks	  pecking	  at	  his	  eyes.”	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The	  second	  dinner	  scene,	  a	  more	  sombre	  affair	  due	   to	  Erica’s	   rebellion	  against	  both	   forms	   of	   patriarchy,	   is	   conducted	   in	   almost	   complete	   silence	   and	   begins	  with	   Erica,	   once	   again,	   saying	   grace.	   However,	   on	   this	   occasion	   the	   camera	  occupies	  a	  position	  from	  behind	  the	  absent	  father’s	  chair.	  As	  she	  says	  grace,	  she	  stares	  directly	  into	  the	  camera.	  This	  gesture	  is,	  I	  believe,	  significant,	  for	  it	  could	  be	   said	   to	   represent	   her	   challenging	   the	   now	   absent	   father,	   as	   well	   as	   the	  Symbolic	   order	   of	   religion,	   which	   is,	   after	   all,	   the	   ultimate	   representation	   of	  patriarchy,	  Almighty	  God	  the	  Father.	  	  After	  grace	  is	  said,	  Christopher	  is	  chided	  for	  making	  too	  much	  noise	  as	  he	  slurps	  his	  soup.	  He	  accepts	  the	  chiding	  and	  is	  then	  silent,	   in	  keeping	  with	  the	  mood	  of	  the	  dinner.	  Then,	  in	  a	  gesture	  which	  is	  both	  touching	  and	  sad,	  but	  expresses	  the	  distance	   between	   the	   members	   of	   this	   family,	   and,	   by	   inference,	   the	   class	   of	  family	  Hitchcock	   is	  depicting,	   the	  unnamed	  brother	  moves	  his	  hand	  across	   the	  table	  to	  touch	  Erica’s	  as	  if	  to	  comfort	  her.	  Erica	  looks	  at	  him	  and	  he	  immediately	  withdraws	   his	   hand	   and	   picks	   up	   one	   of	   the	   cruets.	   In	   this	   single	   gesture,	  Hitchcock	   seems	   to	   be	   exposing	   the	   distance	   that	   exists	   in	   this	   type	   of	   family,	  ironically	  given	  a	  further	  texture	  in	  that	  it	  is	  the	  nameless	  brother	  who	  attempts	  to	   bridge	   the	   gap.	   Equally,	   Hitchcock	   could	   be	   said	   to	   be	   giving	   a	   visual	  equivalent	  of	  the	  Victorian	  adage,	  “children	  should	  be	  seen	  but	  not	  heard.”	  In	  this	  case,	  though,	  it	  has	  the	  added	  condition	  of	  not	  touching.	  	  There	  is	  a	  further	  domestic	  space	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  film	  and	  that	  is	  Erica’s	  car.	   Indeed,	  this	  dilapidated	  Morris	  Oxford	  Bullnose,	  with	  the	  number	  plate	   PP	   5145,	   and	   the	   piece	   of	   string	   needed	   to	   hold	   the	   choke	   in	   place	   is	   a	  striking	  contrast	  to	  its	  primly	  efficient	  owner.	  If	  her	  prim	  efficiency	  and	  the	  duty	  they	  imply	  are	  considered	  as	  Erica’s	  master	  signifiers,	  then,	  as	  argued	  in	  Chapter	  Six,	  the	  car	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  symbolic	  representation	  of	  their	  denial	  in	  Erica’s	  unconscious,	  particularly	  if	  we	  take	  Chevalier	  et	  al	  into	  consideration:	  As	  with	   all	   dream	  vehicles,	   the	   automobile	   symbolises	   the	   vicissitudes	   of	  active	   psychological	   development.	   If	   the	   dreamer	   is	   actually	   in	   a	   car,	   the	  vehicle	   acquires	   a	   symbolism	   specific	   to	   the	   dreamer.	   The	   car’s	  characteristics,	  whether	  luxury	  mode	  or	  old	  banger,	  express	  the	  degree	  for	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good	   or	   ill	   to	   which	   the	   individual	   has	   adapted	   to	   this	   psychological	  development	  (Chevalier	  et	  al,	  1996:	  58/9).	  Thus,	  the	  car	  functions	  as	  a	  facet	  of	  Erica’s	  personality	  and	  becomes	  a	  pertinent	  symbol	   of	   a	   number	   of	   points.	   The	   first	   is	   that,	   in	   view	   of	   what	   was	   written	  above,	   as	   an	   “old	   banger”	   it	   symbolises	   the	   psychic	   confusion	   Erica	   is	  experiencing	  as	  a	  young	  woman	  who	  has	  so	  many	  duties	  to	  perform.	  It	  is	  of	  note	  that	  the	  car	  is	  first	  introduced	  when	  the	  father	  tells	  her	  to	  move	  it	  from	  in	  front	  of	  the	  court	  and	  she	  retorts,	  “It’s	  almost	  human	  you	  ought	  to	  love	  it.”	  	  	  Equally	  revealing	  is	  the	  way	  different	  male	  characters	  react	  to	  the	  car.	  The	  father	  wants	   it	   removed	   and	   significantly,	   later	   on	   in	   the	   film,	   cannot	   remember	   the	  number	  plate,	   suggesting	   just	   how	   little	   he	   knows	  of	   his	   daughter’s	   needs	   and	  interests.	  The	  two	  policemen	  who	  attempt	  to	  commandeer	  it	  immediately	  try	  to	  remove	  the	  piece	  of	  string	  and	  are	  brusquely	  told	  to	  move	  over,	  so	  that	  Erica	  can	  drive.	   Only	   Robert	   accepts	   the	   car	   for	   what	   it	   is	   and,	   by	   implication,	   what	   it	  represents:	   Erica’s	   burgeoning	   interest	   in	   exploring	   her	   Freudian	   “instinctual	  impulses.”	   Thus,	   the	   ease	  with	  which	   he	   can	   push	   the	   car	  when	   it	   runs	   out	   of	  petrol	  in	  contrast	  to	  the	  puffing	  difficulties	  of	  the	  two	  policemen	  engaged	  in	  the	  same	   act,	   and	   the	   fact	   that	   he	   too	   is	   capable	   of	   driving	   it	   can	   be	   interpreted	  symbolically	  as	  a	  visual	  representation	  of	  his	  and	  Erica’s	  compatibility.	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  Fig.	  11.	  Young	  and	  Innocent.	  Erica’s	  psyche	  and	  the	  ever-­‐present	  Towser.	  	  Another	  element	  needs	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  car	  and	  that	  is	  Towser,	  the	  dog	  that	  is	  intrinsic	  to	  it.	  The	  dog	  appears	  to	  be	  another	  one	  of	  the	  quirks	  of	  the	  car	  as	   it	   is	  only	  ever	  seen	  in	  or	  near	  the	  car	  and,	  as	  Erica	  prepares	  to	  sleep	  while	   Robert	   stays	   in	   the	   lodging	   house,	   he	   appears	   from	   inside	   the	   car’s	  upholstery.	  Chevalier	  et	  al	  continue	  their	  description	  of	  a	  car’s	  dream	  symbolism	  with	  a	  discussion	  of	  its	  upholstery:	  Coachwork	   and	   upholstery	   may	   reflect	   the	   persona,	   the	   mask	   or	  personality	  projected	  to	  the	  other	  in	  the	  hope	  of	  making,	  or	  for	  fear	  of	  being	  despised	  (ibid,	  1996:	  59).	  Out	  of	   this	  mask	  or	  persona	  emerges	  Towser,	  as	   if	  he	  were	  some	  subconscious	  element	   of	   Erica’s	   personality.	   But	   what	   is	   it	   that	   he	   symbolises	   within	   this	  psychic	   representation	   depicted	   by	   the	   car?	   If	   it	   is	   accepted	   that	   the	   car	  represents	   the	   inverse	   of	   Erica’s	  master	   signifiers,	   then	  Towser	   can	   be	   said	   to	  represent	  an	   inverse	  Superego.	  The	  dog	   is	  notably	  mute,	   as	   if	  not	   required,	  up	  until	  the	  arrival	  of	  the	  police,	  obvious	  figures	  of	  the	  Symbolic	  and	  the	  Superego,	  at	   the	   old	   mill.	   He	   then	   starts	   barking	   to	   warn	   the	   couple	   that	   the	   police	   are	  approaching	   and	   delays	   the	   police’s	   entrance	   into	   the	   old	   mill	   in	   a	   similar	  fashion.	   As	   Erica	   and	   Robert	   make	   good	   their	   escape,	   he	   further	   impedes	   the	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police	   by	   blocking	   the	   door	   to	   the	   mill	   with	   his	   body	   while	   still	   barking	  incessantly.	  	  There	  is	  a	  second	  scene	  in	  which	  Towser	  is	  given	  voice	  and	  that	  is	  when	  Old	  Will	  is	   bundled	   into	   the	   back	   seat	   of	   the	   car	   as	   Erica	   and	  Robert	   leave	   the	   lodging	  house.	  At	  this	  point	  he	  starts	  growling	  at	  Old	  Will	  and	  gnawing	  at	  his	  coat.	  Here,	  Towser,	   through	   this	   gesture,	   which	   uncovers	   the	   evidence	   of	   the	   raincoat	  necessary	   to	   clear	  Robert,	   is	   acting	  as	   a	   symbol	  of	  Erica’s	  unconscious	  need	   to	  find	  her	  own	  version	  of	  the	  truth,	  even	  if	  it	  is	  contrary	  to	  the	  received	  truth	  of	  the	  Other.	  
	  Erica’s	  crisis	  of	  duty	  versus	  her	  own	  emotional	  freedom	  comes	  to	  a	  head	  as	  the	  couple	  seek	  refuge	  from	  the	  police	  in	  the	  mine.	  This	  mine,	  by	  the	  very	  fact	  that	  it	  is	  an	  underground	  structure	  leading	  into	  the	  earth,	  takes	  on	  the	  symbolic	  quality	  of	  being	  Erica’s	  unconscious.	  Thus,	  when	  the	  ground	  gives	  way	  and	  Erica	  is	   left	  suspended	   reaching	   out	   towards	   Robert’s	   outstretched	   hand144	   she	   has,	  paradoxically	  given	  that	  she	  is	  suspended,	  reached	  the	  height	  of	  her	  personality	  crisis.	  At	   this	  point	   in	   the	   film,	   she	   is	  now	  apprehended	  by	   the	  police	  and	   thus	  returned	  to	  the	  control	  of	  her	  father,	  while	  Robert	  and	  Old	  Will	  escape.	  However,	  this	   apparent	   return	   to	   the	   controlling	   influence	  of	  patriarchy	   is	   illusionary,	   as	  she,	   in	   a	   simple	   change	  of	   scene,	   in	   other	  words,	   from	  one	   second	   to	   the	  next,	  escapes	   the	   bedroom	   she	   has	   been	   ordered	   to	   by	   her	   father	   to	   appear	   in	   the	  Grand	  Hotel.	   This	  Deus	   ex	  machina	   device	   is	   one	   commonly	  used	  by	  Hitchcock	  and	  is	  another	  example	  of	  his	  willingness	  not	  to	  pander	  to	  the	  notion	  of	  the	  so-­‐called	  “moronic	  logic”	  he	  frequently	  criticised	  in	  his	  audiences’	  need	  for	  logically	  satisfying	  narratives.	  	  There	  is	  one	  final	  consideration	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  car	  and	  its	  being	  emblematic	  of	  Erica’s	  psychic	  state.	  As	  they	  are	  on	  their	  way	  to	  Tom’s	  Hat	  at	  a	  stage	  when	  Erica	  is	  still	  not	  entirely	  convinced	  of	  Robert’s	  innocence,	  they	  reach	  a	  fork	  in	  the	  road.	  If	   Erica	   takes	   the	   left	   fork	   they	  will	   be	   heading	   for	   Tom’s	  Hat	   and	   she	  will	   be	  
                                                           144	  A	  situation	  repeated	  in	  Saboteur	  and	  North	  by	  Northwest.	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further	  implicated	  in	  Robert’s	  escape.	  The	  right	  fork,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  will	  lead	  her	  back	  into	  town	  and	  the	  conformity	  expected	  of	  her.	  	  	  This	   situation	   is	   perhaps	   the	   clearest	   example	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   work	   of	   Freud’s	  description	  of	  the	  symbolism	  of	  the	  left	  fork	  and	  right	  fork	  in	  a	  road	  as	  discussed	  in	   Chapter	   10.3.	   Hitchcock,	   though,	   deftly	   removes	   the	   element	   of	   choice	   by	  having	  the	  right	  fork	  blocked	  by	  road	  works,	  leading	  Erica	  to	  announce	  that	  she	  was	  going	  to	  take	  the	  left	  fork	  anyway.	  In	  an	  ironic	  gesture	  that	  further	  supports	  the	  notion	  that	  the	  car	  and	  Erica’s	  actions	  in	  it	  are	  a	  representation	  of	  her	  psyche,	  Hitchcock	  does	   the	   following.	  After	   they	  have	   taken	   the	   left	   fork,	  he	   shows	   the	  work	  men	   immediately	   taking	   down	   the	   “road	   up”	   sign,	   thus	  making	   the	   road	  back	  into	  town	  open	  again.	  
	  That	  the	   film	  is	  concerned	  with	  Erica’s	  questioning	  of	  and	  resolving	  her	  role	   in	  society	  is	  given	  further	  confirmation	  by	  the	  very	  last	  shot	  of	  the	  film,	  which	  is	  a	  one-­‐shot	  of	  Erica	  as	  she	  looks	  loving	  first	  to	  her	  left	  at	  her	  off-­‐screen	  father	  and	  then	   to	   her	   right	   at	   the	   off-­‐screen	   Robert.	   Resolution	   between	   the	   conflicting	  “instinctual	   impulses”	   and	   her	   Superego	   has	   been	   achieved.	   However,	   is	   there	  perhaps	  a	  hint	  that	  Hitchcock	  is	  undermining	  this	  ending	  where	  the	  heterosexual	  couple	  has	  been	  formed	  and	  differences	  with	  patriarchy	  resolved?	  Charles	  Barr	  notes	   of	   this	   vignette,	   “This	   final	   image	   is	   a	   reversal	   of	   the	   film’s	   opening	  one.	  Christine	  Clay,	  in	  close-­‐up,	  looked	  off-­‐screen	  right	  towards	  a	  man	  shouting	  at	  her	  violently”	  (Barr,	  1999:	  184).	  Barr’s	  discussion	  concerns	  the	  rhyming	  of	  the	  two	  shots	   and	   how	   disharmony	   has	   been	   replaced	   by	   harmony.	   However,	   I	   would	  suggest	  that	  a	  slightly	  more	  subversive	  conclusion	  might	  be	  reached.	  	  
	  By	   rhyming,	   in	   this	   way,	   an	   incandescent	   Christine	   (Pamela	   Carme)	   with	   the	  radiant	   Erica	   in	   close	   up,	   one	   notices	   certain	   similarities	   in	   the	   two	   women’s	  appearance,	   with	   Christine	   being	   suggestive	   of	   an	   older	   Erica.	   Added	   to	   this	  scenario	  is	  that	  Robert,	  as	  Erica’s	  putative	  love	  interest,	  is,	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film,	  linked	  to	  Christine,	  through	  the	  one	  thousand	  pounds	  he	  has	  been	  left	  in	  her	  will.	  If	  this	  is	  considered	  the	  case,	  then	  Erica’s	  acceptance	  of	  the	  social	  order	  and	  her	   implied	   alliance	   through	  marriage	   to	  Robert	   could	   indicate	   that	   her	   future	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will	  not	  be	  one	  of	  wedded	  bliss	  but	  eventually	  one	  of	  raging	  against	  the	  machine	  of	  domestic	  imprisonment.	  	  	  
12.3	  Sabotage:	  “Just	  one	  happy	  little	  family.”	  Upon	   release	   in	   America,	   and	   like	  Young	   and	   Innocent,	   Sabotage	  was	   given	   an	  alternative	   title	   which	   Hitchcock	   confirms	   was	   The	   Woman	   Alone	   (Truffaut,	  1984:	  108).	  This	   title	  might	  have	  seemed	  confusing	   to	  contemporary	  American	  audiences,	  since	  the	  very	  first	  image	  of	  the	  film	  is	  the	  dictionary	  definition	  of	  the	  word	  “sabotage,”	  which,	  as	  Susan	  Smith	  points	  out,	  demonstrates	  that:	  In	  offering	  us	  what	  is,	  in	  effect,	  a	  definition	  not	  only	  of	  its	  main	  plot	  activity	  but	   also	   of	   its	   own	   title,	   the	   film	   seems	   at	   pains	   to	   stress	   its	   intentions	  (Smith,	  2000:	  3).	  Smith	   convincingly	   argues	   that,	   contrary	   to	   Hitchcock’s	   retrospective	   gripes	  about	   the	   killing	   of	   Stevie,	   the	   exploding	   bus	   serves	   to	   sabotage	   audience	  expectations	  in	  terms	  of	  release	  from	  suspense.	  I	  will	  be	  arguing	  though	  that	  the	  death	   of	   Stevie	   and	  Mr.	   Verloc	   (Oskar	  Homolka)	   are	   necessary	   devices	   so	   that	  Mrs.	   Verloc	   (Sylvia	   Sidney)	   can	   achieve	   the	   status	   of	   the	   American	   title:	   the	  woman	   alone.	   This	   title	   does	   already	   refer	   to	   Mrs.	   Verloc’s	   status	   at	   the	  beginning	  of	  the	  film,	  as	  a	  spouse	  in	  an	  evidently	  loveless	  marriage.	  If	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  film	  is,	  as	  suggested	  by	  the	  American	  title,	  Mrs.	  Verloc,	  then	  the	  English	  title	  can	   be	   said	   to	   refer	   to	   Mrs.	   Verloc	   and	   her	   wish	   to	   sabotage	   her	   domestic	  imprisonment.	  	  The	  first	  point	  of	  note	  in	  her	  situation	  and	  her	  quest	  to	  remove	  herself	  from	  it,	  is	  that,	   unlike	   Pamela	   in	  The	   39	   Steps,	   who	   doesn’t	   have	   a	   surname,	  Mrs.	   Verloc	  doesn’t	   have	   a	   Christian	   name.	   In	   other	   words,	   she	   is	   a	   Subject	   of	   patriarchy	  without	   her	   own	   identity.	   In	   this	   context,	   I	  would	   like	   to	   reiterate	   the	   Lacan’s	  statement	  from	  Chapter	  6.4:	  And	   the	   subject,	  while	   he	  may	   appear	   to	   be	   the	   slave	   of	   language,	   is	   still	  more	  the	  slave	  of	  a	  discourse	  in	  the	  universal	  movement	  of	  which	  his	  place	  is	   already	   inscribed	   at	   his	   birth,	   if	   only	   in	   the	   form	   of	   his	   proper	   name	  (Lacan,	  2005:	  414).	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Not	  giving	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  a	  first	  name	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  conscious	  pre-­‐production	  decision	   because,	   in	   Joseph	   Conrad’s	   source	  material,	  The	   Secret	   Agent,	   she	   is	  called	  Winnie.	  Additionally,	  Mr.	  Verloc	  is	  clearly	  named	  in	  the	  film,	  at	  one	  point,	  as	  Karl	  Anton	  Verloc,	  a	  name	  that	  further	  emphasises	  his	  non-­‐Britishness,	  while	  we	   never	   learn	   the	   surname	   of	   Mrs.	   Verloc’s	   brother,	   Stevie.	   This,	   effectively,	  leaves	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  as	  a	  woman	  with	  no	  name,	  and	  so	  no	  identity	  at	  all,	  except	  the	  surname	   prescribed	   to	   her	   by	   her	   marriage.	   Thus,	   following	   Lacan,	   she,	   as	   a	  Subject,	  is	  in	  effect	  not	  inscribed	  in	  the	  universe	  of	  discourse	  and	  the	  laws	  of	  that	  discourse.	  	  The	  film	  soon	  sets	  out	  to	  establish	  that	  the	  laws	  of	  this	  discourse	  are	  somewhat	  farcical	  as	  Ted	  (John	  Loder),	  who,	  as	  a	  policeman,	  is	  of	  course	  a	  representative	  of	  the	   Symbolic	   laws	   of	   discourse,	   tries	   to	   placate	   the	   disgruntled	   cinema-­‐goers	  with:	  	  That’s	  an	  act	  of	  providence,	  as	   laid	  down	   in	   the	  act	  of	  William	  the	  Fourth	  where	  an	  act	  is	  defined	  as	  any	  activity	  actuated	  by	  an	  actual	  action…	  …Are	  you	  familiar	  with	  the	  details	  of	   the	  covenant?	  If	  you’d	  studied	  article	  257,	  paragraph	  24,	  line	  six,	  sanction	  b,	  it	  says	  definitely	  “no.”	  Within	  such	  bureaucratic	  doublespeak,	  Mrs.	  Verloc’s	  status	  as	  a	  clearly	  defined	  individual	   is	   lost.	   In	   fact,	   the	   very	   composition	   of	   the	   family	   group	   further	  compounds	  this	  sense	  of	  loss	  of	  identity,	  or	  rather,	  no	  clear	  identity.	  	  	  Denied	  the	  basic	  unit	  of	  identity	  of	  a	  name	  of	  her	  own,	  she	  also	  has	  an	  ambivalent	  role	   in	   the	   family.	   Within	   the	   terms	   of	   the	   wedding	   contract	   Mrs.	   Verloc	   has	  agreed	  to,	  she	  is	  wife	  to	  a	  husband,	  which	  makes	  Mr.	  Verloc	  and	  Stevie	  brothers-­‐in-­‐law.	   And	   yet	   this	   apparently	   clear	   domestic	   organisation	   is	  muddied	   by	   the	  ages	   of	   the	   respective	   members,	   which	   lead	   to	   two	   further	   family	   dynamics	  within	  which	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  is	  the	  pivotal	  figure.	  	  	  Given	   that	   Mr.	   Verloc	   is	   significantly	   older,	   and	   that	   Stevie	   is	   significantly	  younger	   than	   she	   is,	   we	   can	   view	   this	   family	   through	   the	   template	   of	   father,	  mother	  and	  son,	  or	  alternately,	  father,	  daughter	  and	  grandson.	  Indeed,	  the	  way	  in	  which	  Verloc	   occasionally	   chides	   his	  wife	   as	   if	   she	  were	  his	   daughter,	   such	   as,	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“You’ll	   have	   to	   pull	   yourself	   together,	   my	   girl”	   supports	   this,	   while	   also	  foreshadowing	  Maxim’s	  de	  Winter’s	  treatment	  of	  “I”	  in	  Rebecca	  four	  years	  later.	  
	  Allied	  to	  this	  are	  the	  different	  nationalities	  and	  the	  length	  of	  time	  the	  couple	  have	  been	  married.	  When	  lunching	  at	  Simpson’s,	  Ted	  asks	  Mrs.	  Verloc,	  “When	  did	  you	  come	   over	   from	  America?”,	   to	  which	   she	   replies,	   “About	   a	   year	   ago.”	   It	   seems	  unnecessary	   to	   draw	   attention	   to	   her	   nationality,	   since	   nothing	   of	   her	   accent	  suggests	  her	  American	  roots.145	  This	   leads	  one	  to	  compare	  her	  nationality	  (one	  could	   argue	   another	   form	   of	   artificial	   identity)	   with	   that	   of	   her	   very	   English-­‐sounding	   and	   looking	   brother	   as	   well	   as	   her	   husband’s	   obviously	   non-­‐native	  spoken	  English.	  	  In	  turn,	  his	  position	  of	  being	  a	  non-­‐native	  is	  also	  foregrounded,	  when	   Ted	   asks	   him,	   “When	   did	   you	   first	   come	   to	   this	   country?”	   With	   Verloc	  replying,	  “Now	  let	  me	  think“,	  this	  response	  would	  seem	  to	  indicate	  that	  he	  came	  to	   the	   country	   before	   his	   wife,	   which	   implies	   that	   they	   have	   only	   met	   and	  married	  within	  the	  last	  year.	  
	  The	  family	  unit,	  therefore,	  is	  one	  of	  short	  standing	  and	  comprises	  three	  distinct	  nationalities	   and	   generations.	   	   This	   short-­‐lived	   melange	   of	   disparate	   family	  elements	  would	  be	  suggestive	  of,	  in	  modern	  parlance,	  a	  marriage	  of	  convenience	  and	  equally	  one	  which	  could	  be	  viewed	  suspiciously	  as	  such	  by	  the	  authorities,	  as	  it	  is	  in	  the	  film.	  The	  convenience	  suits	  Mr.	  Verloc,	  as	  it	  enables	  him	  to	  commit	  his	   acts	   of	   sabotage,	   and	   Stevie,	   for	   offering	   him	   a	   seemingly	   stable	   family	  background,	  but	  it	  offers	  nothing	  to	  Mrs.	  Verloc.	  It	  is,	  therefore,	  with	  unintended	  irony	  that	  Ted	  describes	  the	  family	  as	  “Just	  one	  happy	  little	  family”	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  more	   familiar	  expression	   “one	  big	  happy	   family.”	  Mrs.	  Verloc	   repeats	  Ted’s	  line	  ironically	  with	  dissatisfaction	  etched	  on	  her	  face.	  	  This	   curious	   family	   dynamic	   is,	   I	   would	   suggest,	   intentionally	  mirrored	   in	   the	  film	  with	  the	  bomb-­‐supplying	  professor	  (William	  Dewhurst)	  	  and	  his	  family.	  He	  lives	  with	  his	  daughter	  (Martita	  Hunt)	  and	  granddaughter.	  As	  Charles	  Barr	  notes,	  his	  daughter	  should	  be	  viewed	  as	  a	  double	  for	  Mrs.	  Verloc:	  
                                                           145	  A	  possible	  reason	  for	  this	  could	  be	  that	  Sylvia	  Sidney	  was	  a	  well-­‐known	  American	  actress	  in	  both	  Hollywood	  and	  on	  the	  stage.	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The	  two	  men	  each	  live	  with	  a	  younger	  woman	  and	  a	  child.	  The	  Professor’s	  daughter	   is	   a	   caricature	   of	   an	   oppressed,	   nagging	   wife…	   …If	   she	   is	   a	  daughter	  who	  seems	  more	  like	  a	  wife,	  or	  who	  may	  even	  be	  both,	  Winnie	  is	  a	  wife	  who	  seems	  more	  like	  a	  submissive	  daughter	  (Barr,	  1999:	  175).	  Barr	  has,	  for	  some	  reason,	  decided	  to	  name	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  as	  Winnie,	  a	  name	  which	  is	   never	  mentioned	   in	   the	   film	   and,	   in	   so	   doing,	   has	   given	   her	   the	   element	   of	  identity	  I	  believe	  is	  deliberately	  omitted	  from	  the	  film.	  However,	  Barr	  is	  correct	  to	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  comparable	  roles	  the	  two	  women	  play.	  	  And	   yet	   this	   parallel	   can	   be	   taken	   further,	   if	   we	   consider	   the	   two	   scenes	   the	  professor’s	  daughter	  appears	  in	  and	  compare	  them	  with	  the	  two	  dinner	  scenes	  in	  the	  Verloc	  household.	  In	  the	  first	  of	  the	  daughter’s	  scenes,	  she	  stands	  observing	  Verloc	  and	  her	  father	  with	  obvious	  disdain,	  but,	  more	  importantly,	  does	  not	  utter	  a	  single	  word.	  In	  the	  second	  of	  her	  scenes	  she	  is	  open	  in	  voicing	  her	  criticism	  of	  the	  Professor’s	  actions.	  	  In	  contrast,	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  in	  the	  first,	  expository,	  dinner	  scene	  is	  chatty	  and	  open.	  And	  yet	  there	  is	  a	  moment	  in	  this	  scene	  that	  foreshadows	  future	  difficulties.	  As	  Ted	  turns	  to	   leave,	   there	   is	  an	   insert	  shot	  of	   the	   fanlight	  window	  and	  a	  scream	  emitting	   from	   it.	   Unlike	   the	   scream	   of	   the	   train	   whistle	   that	   occupies	   the	  soundtrack	  as	  the	  neighbour	  discovers	  the	  dead	  Miss	  Smith	  in	  The	  39	  Steps	  or	  the	  screaming	  seagulls	   standing	   in	   for	   the	  girls’	   screams	  as	   they	  discover	   the	  dead	  Christine	  on	  the	  beach	  in	  Young	  and	  Innocent,	  this	  time	  we	  hear	  an	  actual	  scream	  emitting	   from	   the	  mouth-­‐like	  window.146	   This	   uncanny	   juxtaposition	   of	   sound	  and	  image	  brings	  to	  mind	  Freud’s	  description	  of	  the	  uncanny	  in	  his	  1919	  essay	  of	  the	  same	  name:	  	  The	   term	   “uncanny”	   applies	   to	   everything	   that	   was	   intended	   to	   remain	  secret,	  hidden	  away,	  and	  has	  come	  out	  into	  the	  open	  (Freud,	  2003:	  132).	  Thus,	   through	   the	   scream,	   Hitchcock	   is	   perhaps	   suggesting	   that	   the	   secrets	   of	  this	   family,	   which	   should	   remain	   hidden	   away,	   will,	   indeed	   come	   out	   into	   the	  
                                                           146	  This	  strategy	  of	  having	  a	  visual	  and	  oral	  counterpoint	  actually	  dates	  back	  to	  Hitchcock’s	  first	  sound	  film,	  Blackmail.	  As	  Alice	  walks	  the	  London	  streets	  she	  comes	  across	  a	  homeless	  individual	  and	  emits	  a	  scream.	  As	  her	  mouth	  opens	  to	  scream,	  Hitchcock	  cuts	  to	  the	  landlady	  discovering	  the	  body	  of	  the	  artist	  and	  screaming.	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open.	   In	   fact,	   Ted	   and	   Mr.	   Verloc’s	   exchange	   of,	   “I	   thought	   somebody	   was	  committing	   a	  murder.”	   ”Somebody	   probably	   is.	   On	   the	   screen	   there,”	   now	   has	  added	   poignancy.	   For	   the	  murder	   is	   not	   just	   the	   one	   being	   committed	   on	   the	  fictional	  screen	  but	  also	  hints	  at	  the	  diegetic	  murders	  that	  are	  later	  presented	  on	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  screen.	  	  In	   contrast	   to	   the	   relatively	   light-­‐hearted	  atmosphere	  of	   the	   first	  dinner	   scene,	  the	   second	   scene,	   which	   begins	   with	   Mrs.	   Verloc	   saying,	   “I	   want	   Mr.	   Verloc.	   I	  want	   to	  see	  Mr.	  Verloc.“	  and	  culminates	   in	  Mr.	  Verloc’s	  murder	  and	  her	  saying,	  “Stevie.	  Stevie.”	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  is	  completely	  silent	  for	  six	  minutes	  and	  33	  seconds.	  This	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  silence,	  culminating	   in	  her	  husband’s	  murder,	  where	  she	  is	  in	  the	  process	  of	  finding	  her	  voice,	  with	  his	  death	  being	  the	  ultimate	  act	  of	  silencing.	  This	  second	  scene,	  which	  includes	  Mr.	  Verloc’s	  egocentric	  excuses	  and	  the	  “Who	  killed	  Cock	  Robin”	  cartoon,	  also	  contains	  the	  much-­‐discussed	  killing	  of	  Mr.	  Verloc.	  	  	  What	  makes	  her	  silence	  so	  interesting	  is	  that,	  unlike	  the	  silence	  of	  the	  Professor’s	  daughter,	  which	  can	  readily	  be	   interpreted	  as	  disapproval,	  we	  are	  unsure	  what	  she	  is	  thinking.	  She	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  in	  a	  state	  of	  catatonic	  shock,	  throughout	  the	  entire	  six	  and	  a	  half	  minutes,	  having	   just	  heard	  of	  the	  death	  of	  her	  brother.	  	  However,	   I	   also	   think	   it	   is	   possible	   that	  when	   she	  watches	   the	   cartoon,	   having	  just	  heard	  Mr.	  Verloc’s	  self-­‐justifying	  and	  accusatory	  excuses,	  the	  cartoon,	  acting	  as	  a	  dream	  structure,	  allows	  for	  long-­‐held	  subconscious	  desires	  to	  be	  expressed.	  Smith	  believes,	  however,	  that:	  The	   murder	   of	   Cock	   Robin	   clearly	   functions	   more	   importantly	   for	   Mrs.	  Verloc	   as	   a	   re-­‐enactment	   and	   reminder	   of	   Stevie’s	   recent	   death,	   a	  possibility	   that	   is	   further	   supported	   by	   the	   boy’s	   association	   with	   birds	  earlier	  in	  the	  narrative	  (Smith,	  2000:	  13).	  It	  could	  be	  contended	  though	  that	  the	  cartoon,	  and	  her	  reaction	  to	  it,	  is	  open	  to	  a	  rather	  different	  interpretation.	  Within	  the	  “film	  as	  dream”	  notion	  being	  proposed	  and	   considering	   the	   Freudian	   concept	   of	   dreams	   containing	   elements	   of	  wish-­‐fulfilment,	  then	  the	  killing	  of	  Cock	  Robin	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  Mrs.	  Verloc’s	  wish	  to	  kill	  her	  husband.	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This	   notion	   is	   supported	   by	   two	   other	   factors.	   The	   first	   is	   that,	   as	  Mrs.	   Verloc	  watches	  the	  cartoon,	  she	  is	  momentarily	  snapped	  out	  of	  her	  reverie	  by	  the	  home	  help,	  Mrs.	  Jones,	  just	  as	  Cock	  Robin	  has	  fluttered	  to	  the	  floor	  apparently	  dead.147	  Mrs	  Jones	  informs	  her	  that	  the	  food	  is	  ready	  and	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  immediately	  heads	  towards	   the	   dining	   room.	   Thus,	   the	   killing	   of	   Cock	   Robin	   and	   the	   dinner	   have	  subconsciously	  become	  fused	  in	  Mrs.	  Verloc.	  Secondly,	  and	  bearing	  in	  mind	  the	  manner	   of	   Cock	   Robin	   and	   Verloc’s	   death,	   the	   arrow	   functions	   as	   an	   object	   of	  dream	  displacement;	   the	  object	  which	  will	   find	   its	  physical	  counterpart	   in	  Mrs.	  Verloc’s	  waking	   life	   is	   the	   knife	   she	   knows	  will	   be	   awaiting	   her	   on	   the	   dining	  table.148	  	  There	   is	   one	   final	   point	   to	   be	   referred	   to	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   cartoon	   and	   that	  concerns	  a	  lyric	  in	  the	  song	  and	  Hitchcock’s	  choice	  of	  final	  image	  for	  the	  film.	  The	  line	   that	   immediately	   follows	   the	   refrain	   “Who	   killed	   Cock	   Robin?”	   is	   “And	  vanished	   like	  a	  phantom	   in	   the	  night.”	   It	   cannot	  be	  coincidental	   that	  Hitchcock	  chooses	  to	  end	  Sabotage	  with	  a	  shot	  of	  Ted	  and	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  disappearing	  into	  the	  crowd	   and	   thus	   vanishing	   into	   the	   night.	   Mrs.	   Verloc,	   like	   Alice	   before	   her	   in	  
Blackmail	  and	  Charlotte	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt,	  has	  got	  away	  with	  murder.	  	  The	  film	  offers	  other	  clues	  that	  allude	  to	  Hitchcock	  being	  just	  as	  concerned	  with	  a	  resolution	  for	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  and	  her	  future	  as	  he	  is	  with	  his	  formalistic	  set	  pieces	  (cf:	  the	  bus	  scene	  and	  Mr.	  Verloc’s	  murder).	  In	  fact,	  one	  of	  the	  ways	  he	  shows	  his	  concern	  for	  her	  is	  precisely	  through	  a	  formalistic	  device.	  It	  has	  been	  consistently	  argued	  throughout	  this	  thesis	  that	  Hitchcock	  positions	  elements	  and	  characters	  supposedly	   perceived	   as	   positive	   to	   the	   left	   of	   the	   frame	   and	   disruptive	   or	  malevolent	  elements	  and	  characters	  to	  the	  right.	  	  	  This	   film	   also	   adheres	   to	   this	   pattern	   with	   Mrs.	   Verloc	   almost	   exclusively	  occupying	   the	   left	   of	   the	   screen	   and	   her	   husband	   the	   right	   in	   their	   scenes	  
                                                           147	  Somewhat	  ironically,	  in	  view	  of	  the	  present	  discussion,	  in	  the	  cartoon	  Cock	  Robin	  has	  not	  actually	  been	  killed,	  but	  has	  been	  shot	  by	  Cupid	  so	  that	  he	  falls	  in	  love	  with	  Jenny	  Wren	  and	  is	  revived	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  eight-­‐minute	  cartoon	  with	  a	  kiss.	  Naturally	  this	  narrative	  outcome	  is	  not	  one	  which	  is	  of	  concern	  to	  Hitchcock!	  148	  Hitchcock	  has	  already	  established	  the	  knife	  in	  its	  domestic	  use	  in	  the	  first	  dinner	  scene	  as	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  carves	  the	  meet	  with	  it	  in	  preparation	  to	  serving	  dinner.	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together	  in	  the	  family	  home.	  This	  motif,	  though,	  is	  reversed	  in	  one	  key	  sequence.	  The	  murder	  scene	  follows	  this	  pattern	  until	  the	  moment	  when	  Mr.	  Verloc	  stands	  and	   walks	   around	   the	   table	   to	   face	   his	   wife.	   Hitchcock	   has	   manoeuvred	   his	  characters	  so	  that	  Mr.	  Verloc	  is	  now	  on	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen	  and	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  the	  right.	  So	  the	  husband	  now	  represents	  the	  given	  of	  life	  and	  his	  wife	  the	  bringer	  of	  the	  new:	  death.	  	  	  What	  might	  seem	  perverse	  in	  the	  scene	  is	  that	  this	  couple,	  who	  have	  been	  distant	  for	  the	  entire	  film,	  are	  now	  physically	  closer	  than	  at	  any	  point	  in	  the	  film	  as	  they	  indulge	   in	  an	  embrace	   that	   leads	   to	  Mr.	  Verloc’s	  death.	   	  Hitchcock	   is	  known	   to	  treat	   his	   villains	   with	   a	   sensitivity	   normally	   reserved	   for	   protagonists.	   Here,	  though	  he	   has	   the	   villain	   and	  his	   protégée,	   (she	   is	   about	   to	   commit	   a	   criminal	  act),	  indulge	  in	  the	  typical	  gesture	  of	  the	  hero	  and	  heroine:	  the	  passionate	  clinch	  at	  the	  climax	  of	  the	  film.	  In	  this	  case,	  however,	  the	  clutch	  is	  that	  which	  brings	  the	  kiss	  of	  death.	  This	  is	  the	  apotheosis	  of	  the	  Hitchcock	  truism	  that	  murders	  are	  like	  love	  scenes	  and	  love	  scenes	  like	  murders.	  	  Having	  committed	  her	  criminal	  act,	   she	   is	  now	   in	   the	  same	  position	  as	  Alice	   in	  
Blackmail	  and	  Charlotte	  in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt:	  a	  murderess	  who	  has	  a	  boyfriend	  who	  is	  a	  policeman.	  Truffaut	  himself	  does	  not	  like	  this	  narrative	  eventuality	  and	  states:	  Whenever	  you	  have	  a	  romantic	   relationship	  between	   the	  heroine	  and	   the	  policeman,	   I	   find	   the	   situation	   rather	   hard	   to	   swallow	   –	   it’s	   contrived	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  109).	  One	   cannot	   tell	   if	   Truffaut’s	   use	   of	   the	   second	   person	   singular	   pronoun	   is	  referring	   to	   Hitchcock	   specifically	   or	   the	   plot	   situation	   in	   general.	   Smith	  comments	  on	  this	  type	  of	  relation	  in	  passing	  in	  her	  footnotes:	  Like	   other	   female	   protagonists	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   films,	   particularly	   those	   in	  
Blackmail	   and	  Marnie,	  Mrs.	   Verloc	   is	   confronted	  with	   either	   the	   threat	   of	  imprisonment	   or	   entry	   into	   a	   relationship	   that,	   despite	   Ted’s	   ostensibly	  protective	  motives	  …	  …ominously	  seems	  to	  require	  the	  suppression	  of	  her	  own	  voice	  and	  feelings	  (Smith,	  2000:	  15).	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However,	   I	   would	   argue	   that	   in	   the	   three	   films	  where	   this	   narrative	   device	   is	  employed,	   namely	  Blackmail,	  Sabotage	   and	  Shadow	  of	   a	  Doubt,	   the	   coupling	  of	  the	   policeman	   and	   the	   heroine	   is	   dramatically	   undermined,	   since	   all	   three	  policemen	  boyfriends	  are	  complicit	  in	  the	  girlfriends’	  murders	  and	  in	  the	  present	  case	  has	  actively	  abetted	  the	  escape	  from	  the	  trap	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  is	  in.	  	  There	  is	  one	  final	  point	  to	  be	  discussed	  and	  this	  is	  that	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  is	  well	  aware	  of	  the	  trap	  she	  is	  in	  of	  a	  loveless	  marriage	  and	  saddled	  with	  a	  needy	  brother	  and	  that	   Hitchcock	   expresses	   this	   awareness	   as	   well	   as	   her	   desire	   to	   escape	   it	  symbolically	   through	   the	   canaries	   that	   are	   introduced	   into	   the	   family	   home.	  Firstly,	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  are	  in	  a	  cage	  draws	  obvious	  parallels	  with	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  and	  the	  prison	  of	  her	  marriage.	  Smith	  comments	  on	  this	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  	  The	   bomb	   is	   delivered	   to	   him	   hidden	   away	   in	   a	   cage	   containing	   two	  canaries,	   the	   symbolic	   significance	   of	  which	  would	   seem	   to	   allude	   to	   the	  emotionally	   entrapping,	   potentially	   destructive	   nature	   of	   the	   Verloc	  marriage	  (ibid:	  5).	  Secondly,	   retrospectively,	   they	   should	   be	   linked	   to	   the	   lovebirds	   that	   Melanie	  carries	  into	  the	  Brenner	  household	  in	  The	  Birds.	  It	  was	  argued	  in	  Chapter	  9.4	  that	  the	   lovebirds	   represent	   the	   trigger	   for	   the	   explosion	   of	   psychic	   disruptions	  caused	  by	  the	  birds’	  attacks.	  In	  the	  present	  case	  they	  are	  the	  physical	  vehicle	  for	  the	   bomb	   which	   removes	   Stevie	   from	   his	   sister’s	   life.	   What	   also	   links	   the	  lovebirds	   and	   the	   canaries	   is	   the	   detail	   that	   it	   is	   the	   female	   protagonist	   who	  brings	  the	  birds	  into	  the	  family	  home.	  Therefore,	  in	  both	  films,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	   it	   is	   the	   woman	   who	   introduces	   the	   element	   of	   psychic	   or	   physical	  destruction	  into	  a	  family	  they	  want	  to	  disrupt.	  Thus	  the	  canaries,	  who,	  after	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  stands	  over	  the	  dead	  husband,	  act	  as	  chirping	  witnesses,	  are	  a	  symbol	  of	  Mrs.	   Verloc’s	   desire,	   or	   objet	   petit	   a,	   to	   remove	   herself	   from	   the	   family	   and	  become	  an	  independent	  woman.	  	  
12.4	  The	  Wrong	  Man:	  “Manny,	  we’re	  going	  home	  now.”	  
The	  Wrong	  Man	  has	  been	  discussed	   in	  detail	   in	  relation	   to	  how	  Hitchcock	  uses	  the	   bedroom	   as	   a	   means	   of	   commenting	   on	   his	   protagonists’	   actions.	   Here,	  though,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  make	  a	  few	  comments	  generally	  on	  the	  communal	  space	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of	   the	   family	   as	  depicted	   in	   the	   film.	  As	  Manny	  enters	   the	   family	  home	   for	   the	  first	  time,	  Hitchcock	  takes	  care	  to	  show	  us	  the	  layout	  of	  the	  house.	  	  	  The	   first	   thing	   we	   notice	   is	   that	   there	   is	   a	   vertical	   staircase,	   unusually	   for	  Hitchcock,	  to	  the	  left	  of	  the	  screen.149	  This	  staircase,	  which	  is	  never	  negotiated,	  is	  allusive	   of	   perhaps	   an	   upstairs	   flat.	   If,	   however,	   this	   is	   the	   case,	   why	   are	   the	  neighbours	   never	   referred	   to?	   Equally,	   why	   is	   there	   only	   one	   front	   door	   and	  what	   would	   be	   a	   shared	   entrance	   hall?	   Perhaps	   the	   staircase	   should	   be	  considered	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	  the	  Ballestrero’s	  poverty,	  with	  its	  presence	  on	  the	  left	  being	   a	   given	   situation	   and	   their	   inability	   to	   break	   the	   cycle	   of	   poverty	   being	  expressed,	  through	  the	  way	  it	  is	  filmed	  so	  that	  it	  merges	  into	  the	  ceiling,	  as	  being	  blocked.	  	  Manny	  then	  looks	  in	  on	  the	  two	  sleeping	  boys,	  Bob	  (Kippy	  Campbell)	  and	  Greg,	  in	   the	   room	  which	   serves	   two	   purposes,	   their	   bedroom	   at	   night	   and	   the	   front	  room	   during	   the	   day.	  While	   one	   could	   question	   the	   issue	   of	   the	   disappearing	  double	  bed	  during	  the	  day,	  which	  appears	  to	  be	  the	  most	  obvious	  example	  of	  a	  transmutable	  space	  or	  object	  in	  the	  film,	  the	  front	  room	  is	  filmed	  in	  a	  way	  which	  is	  only	   seen,	   to	  my	  knowledge,	   in	  one	  other	  Hitchcock	   film,	  The	  Paradine	  Case.	  Hitchcock	  positions	  his	  camera	  so	  as	  to	  immediately	  draw	  attention	  to	  itself,	  and	  what	   it	   is	   filming,	   as	   it	   is	   behind,	   and	   so	   revealing,	   the	   backs	   of	   the	   pieces	   of	  furniture	   that	  make	  up	   the	   fourth	  wall.	  Thus,	  unusually	  given	  his	  documentary	  aspirations	   for	   the	   film,	   the	   camera,	   by	   showing	   the	   back	   of	   the	   furniture,	   is	  revealing	   that	   the	   entire	   scene	   is	   staged.	   This	   strategy	   is	   later	   repeated	   in	   the	  entrance	   hall,	   when	   the	   camera	   is	   placed	   behind	   the	   small	   table	   with	   the	  telephone	  on	   it.	  This	  would	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  conscious	  strategy	  used	  by	  Hitchcock	  that,	   in	  keeping	  with	  the	  formalistic	  experiment	  in	  Rope,	  draws	  attention	  to	  the	  artifice	  of	  the	  film	  set.	  	  	  There	  is	  an	  interesting	  detail	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  Balestrero	  front	  room:	  it	  is	  a	  small	   figure	   of	   a	   jockey	   on	   a	   horse,	   placed	   on	   top	   of	   the	   writing	   desk.	   This	  decorative	  element	  reflects	  and	  represents	  Manny’s	   interest	   in	  horse	  racing,	  an	  
                                                           149	  The	  positioning	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  staircases	  is	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  9.1.	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interest	  his	  wife	   is	  apparently	  unaware	  of.	  What	  gives	   the	  object	  a	   significance	  beyond	  the	  mundane	  is	  its	  positioning.	  It	  is	  shown	  as	  an	  element	  of	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  on	  two	  occasions.	  The	  first	  time	  in	  an	  establishing/master	  shot	  of	  the	  front	  room	   and	   in	   the	   same	   scene,	   briefly,	   in	   a	   panning	   shot	   as	   Manny	   gets	   up	   to	  answer	   the	   phone.	   However,	   in	   each	   of	   the	   two	   shots	   it	   is	   facing	   in	   opposite	  directions.	  	  	  If	  this	  is	  a	  mistake	  in	  continuity,	  then	  it	  might	  be	  the	  equivalent	  of	  a	  Freudian	  slip	  of	   the	   tongue,	   and	   thus	   revealing	   the	   unconscious	   of	   the	   film.	   If,	   though,	   and	  bearing	   in	   mind	   the	   transmutable	   mirror	   and	   print	   discussed	   in	   the	   previous	  chapter,	   it	   is	   a	   conscious	   element	  of	   set	  design,	   then	  once	   again	   it	   reveals	   that	  Hitchcock	   is	  not	  concerned	  with	  veracity	   in	   this	   film,	  but	   is	  offering	  a	  symbolic	  gesture	  that	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  the	  change	  in	  direction	  Manny’s	  life	  is	  about	  to	  undergo.	  	  The	  other	  room	  to	  be	  considered	  here	  is	  the	  kitchen,	  positioned	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  hall,	  which	   features	   in	   two	  key	   scenes,	   both	  of	  which	   involve	  Manny	  and	  Rose	  discussing	  money.	  The	   first	  scene	  opens	  with	  Manny	  saying,	   “Looks	   like	  you’ve	  got	  some	  money	  saved	  up”	  and	  the	  discussion	  is	  expounded	  as	  Manny	  and	  Rose	  wash	   and	   dry	   the	   dishes.	   The	   second	   scene	   almost	   exclusively	   concerns	   Rose	  bemoaning	  how	  she	  hasn’t	  been	  able	  to	  economise	  and	  how	  it	  is	  her	  actions	  that	  have	  got	  them	  into	  debt.	  That	  these	  discussions	  take	  place	  in	  the	  kitchen,	  which	  also	  serves	  as	  a	  dining	  room,150	  the	  place	  where	  food	  is	  prepared,151	  served	  and	  eaten	  to	  eventually	  be	  excreted,	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  symbolically	  significant	  if	  we	  accept	   Freud’s	   contention	  made	   in	   “From	   the	   History	   of	   an	   Infantile	   Neurosis	  (The	  Wolfman)”:	  …one	   of	   the	   most	   important	   expressions	   of	   eroticism	   derived	   from	   this	  source	   and	   recast	   in	   a	   different	  mould	   is	   to	   be	   found	   in	   the	   treatment	   of	  money,	   a	   valuable	   substance	  which,	   in	   the	   course	   of	   the	   individual’s	   life,	  attracts	  the	  psychic	  interest	  which	  properly	  belongs	  to	  that	  product	  of	  the	  
                                                           150	  In	  one	  scene	  we	  see	  one	  of	  the	  brothers	  eating	  while	  Rose	  and	  Manny’s	  mother	  are	  outside	  the	  kitchen	  in	  the	  back	  yard	  discussing	  Manny’s	  plight.	  151	  Rose	  is	  seen	  preparing	  pasta	  as	  she	  and	  her	  sons	  await	  the	  return	  of	  Manny	  before	  he	  is	  arrested.	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anal	  zone,	  faeces.	  We	  have	  grown	  accustomed	  to	  tracing	  interest	  in	  money,	  where	   its	   nature	   is	   libidinal	   rather	   than	   rational,	   back	   to	   excremental	  pleasure	  (Freud,	  2002:	  271/2).	  Consequently,	  the	  treatment	  of	  food	  and	  money	  in	  this	  film	  could	  be	  said	  to	  be	  a	  nascent	   expression	   of	   the	  more	   fully	   realised	   expression	   of	   equating	   food	   and	  money	   with	   faeces	   achieved	   in	   Psycho	   (cf.	   Sterritt).	   Regardless	   of	   Hitchcock’s	  underlying	  intentions	  for	  these	  two	  scenes,	  it	  is	  certainly	  a	  coincidence	  that	  both	  kitchen	   scenes	   involving	   the	  married	   couple	   contain	   talk	   of	  money	   difficulties,	  especially	   since	   neither	   of	   these	   scenes	   involves	   the	   presence	   of	   food	   or	   its	  preparation;	  more	  normal	  matters	  for	  the	  kitchen.	  	  
12.5	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt:	   “Sing	   at	   the	   table	   and	   you’ll	   marry	   a	   crazy	  
husband.”	  As	  elements	  in	  the	  domestic	  space	  the	  children	  in	  the	  four	  films	  under	  discussion	  can	   also	   achieve	   symbolic	   status.	   This	   status	   has	   been	   discussed	   above	   in	  relation	   to	  Young	  and	   Innocent,	  while	   the	   roles	   of	  Rob	   and	  Greg	   in	  The	  Wrong	  
Man	  are	  not	  given	  sufficient	  screen	  time	  or	  meaningful	  lines	  of	  dialogue	  to	  offer	  much	   any	   value.	   In	   contrast,	   Stevie,	   in	  Sabotage,	   has	   been	   discussed	   by	   Smith,	  who	  believes:	  The	   consistent	   association	   of	   Stevie	   with	   the	   film	   Bartholomew	   the	  
Strangler…	   …is	   to	   suggest	   rather	   ominous	   early	   signs	   of	   the	   boy’s	   own	  compulsive	   absorption	  with	   violence	   (and	   of	   a	   kind	   presumably	   directed	  towards	  women)(Smith,	  2000:	  9).	  While	   this	   interpretation	   is	   perfectly	   valid,	   I	  would	   contend	   that	   his	   character	  could	  be	  viewed	  from	  a	  contrasting	  perspective.	  Prior	   to	   the	  scene	  where	  he	   is	  asked	   to	   carry	   the	   films	   across	   London,	   he	   is	   presented	   in	   comic	   tones152	  designed	  to	  evoke	  sympathy	  in	  the	  viewer.	  These	  scenes	  help	  create	  the	  image	  of	  an	   ordinary	   schoolboy,	  which	   the	   explosion,	   along	  with	   two	   other	   figures	   that	  evoke	  sympathy,	  an	  old	  lady	  and	  a	  young	  puppy,	  removes	  from	  the	  film.	  It	  is	  the	  conjunction	   of	   these	   three	   symbols	   of	   innocence	   that	   help	  make	   the	   exploding	  bus	  more	  shocking.	  	  
                                                           152	  His	  opening	  scene	  where	  he	  takes	  the	  meat	  out	  of	  the	  oven	  while	  wearing	  an	  apron	  and	  walking	  into	  the	  washing	  live	  is	  suggestive	  of	  this,	  with	  the	  tossing	  of	  an	  imaginary	  coin	  to	  decide	  if	  he	  will	  wash	  or	  not	  being	  another	  example.	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In	   this	   sense	   Stevie	   acts	   as	   a	   narrative	   device	   rather	   than	   a	   fully	   developed	  character	   whose	   actions	   and	   dialogue	   comment	   on	   the	   theme	   of	   the	   film.	   In	  contrast,	  Anne	  (Edna	  May	  Wonacott),	  Charlotte’s	  younger	  sister	   in	  Shadow	  of	  a	  
Doubt,	  with	  her	  erudite	  precociousness,	  both	  through	  action	  and	  dialogue	  acts	  as	  a	  counterpoint	  to	  Charlotte’s	  questioning	  of	  her	  role	  as	  a	  young	  woman,	  Equally	  Roger	   (Charles	  Bates),	  her	  younger	  brother,	  although	   to	  a	   lesser	  extent,	   can	  be	  said	  to	  offer	  an	  example	  of	  what	  is	  expected	  of	  male	  children.	  While	  his	  obsessive	  compulsive	   behaviour153	   perhaps	   illustrates	   some	   deeper	   underlying	  psychological	  issues,	  this	  very	  behaviour	  does	  indicate	  a	  possible	  future	  for	  him.	  Since	   his	   favourite	   activities	   are	   counting	   and	   calculating,	   this	   makes	   him	   a	  perfect	  candidate	  to	  follow	  in	  his	  father’s	  footsteps	  and	  work	  in	  the	  local	  bank.	  	  Anne	   is	   equally	   committed	   to	   being	   integrated	   into	   the	   laws	   of	   the	   Symbolic	  Other.	  She,	  more	  than	  any	  other	  character	  in	  the	  film,	  voices	  her	  commitment	  to	  patriarchy	   and	  order.	   Two	  utterances,	   both	  made	   at	   the	  dinner	   table	   illustrate	  this:	  “Sing	  at	  the	  table	  and	  you’ll	  marry	  a	  crazy	  husband”	  and	  “You’re	  not	  to	  talk	  against	   the	   government,	   Roger.”	   With	   remarks	   such	   as	   these	   she	   is	   showing	  herself	   ready	   for	   the	   role	   Charlotte	   is	   challenging,	   that	   of	   the	   dutiful	  wife	   and	  mother	  as	  exemplified	  by	  her	  own	  mother.	  Bailly	  shows	  the	  role	  of	  the	  mother	  in	  the	  child’s	  upbringing	  when	  he	  states,	  “In	  acquiring	  speech	  from	  the	  mother,	  the	  child	  acquires	  also	   the	  mother’s	   attitudes,	   rules,	   and	  assumptions	  –	   indeed	   the	  whole	  Other	  of	  the	  mother”	  (Bailly,	  2009:	  68).	  Thus,	  Anne	  is	  preparing	  herself	  to	  continue	  the	  role	  her	  mother	  so	  poignantly	  questions154	  and	  is,	  unlike	  Charlotte,	  fully	  prepared	  to	  marry,	  as	  Jack	  informs	  Charlotte	  in	  the	  garage,	  “Anne	  wants	  to	  marry	   a	   librarian.	   She	   told	   me.	   So	   that	   she’ll	   always	   have	   plenty	   of	   books	   to	  read.”	  	  In	   fact,	   part	   of	   her	   precociousness	   is	   derived	   from	   the	   fact	   that	   her	   Superego	  appears	   to	  be	   fully	   formed,	   in	   terms	  of	  her	   sense	  of	  duty	  and	  what	   constitutes	  
                                                           
153 Examples of this include counting the number of footsteps it takes between certain landmarks of the 
town or his willingness to calculate the amount of time Charlotte slept for. 	  154	  See	  Chapter	  11.8.	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right	   and	  wrong.155	  The	   one	   instance	  where	   she	   doesn’t	   follow	   the	   call	   of	   her	  Superego	  is	  during	  the	  scene	  when	  she	  watches	  Charles	  make	  the	  paper	  house.	  Unlike	   Charlotte	   and	   Roger	   who	   immediately	   comment	   on	   the	   dismantled	  newspaper,	   she	   only	   chides	   him	   after	   he	   has	   finished	   making	   it.	   However,	   I	  would	   suggest	   that	   this	   scene	   serves	   a	   different	   purpose.	   It	   is	   through	  Charles	  unnecessarily	   ripping	   out	   the	   offending	   news	   item	   that	   he	   draws	   attention	   to	  himself	   and	   compels	   Charlotte	   to	   eventually	   seek	   out	   the	   newspaper	   article	   in	  the	  library.	  
	  Like	   Charlotte,	   Anne	   is	   the	   only	   other	   character	   in	   the	   film	   who	   has	   her	  suspicions	   about	   Charles.	   These	   are	   suspicions	   she	   cannot	   substantiate,	   unlike	  Charlotte,	  but	  she	  does	  voice	  when	  she	  asks	  her	  mother	  to	  sit	  next	  to	  her	  rather	  than	   Charles	   for	   the	   second	   dinner.	   She	   could	   be	   said	   to	   have	   identified	  something	   in	   Charles	   that	   is	   unnatural,	   and	   therefore	   something	   which	   could	  upset	   her	   carefully	   ordered	   world,	   if	   we	   consider	   how	   Freud	   describes	   the	  uncanny:	  It	   maybe	   that	   the	   uncanny	   (“the	   unhomely”)	   is	   something	   familiar	  (“homely”,	  “homey”)	  that	  has	  been	  repressed	  and	  then	  reappears,	  and	  that	  everything	  uncanny	  satisfies	  this	  condition	  (Freud,	  2003:	  152).	  Charles	  perfectly	  fits	  the	  description	  of	  somebody	  who	  is	  “unhomely”	  in	  that	  he	  is	  an	  itinerant	  and	  his	  murderous	  acts	  oppose	  the	  social	  order	  that	  the	  domestic	  space	   implies.	   Consequently,	   his	   efforts	   to	   integrate	   in	   domestic	   space	   are	  necessarily	  disruptive.	  	  
12.6	  Closing	  Comments	  During	  the	  writing	  of	  this	  chapter,	  I	  have	  been	  struck	  by	  a	  number	  of	  similarities	  among	  the	  films	  that	   involve	  family	  homes	  with	  children.	  The	  first	  point	   is	  that	  three	   of	   the	   four	   films,	   Sabotage,	   Young	   and	   Innocent	   and	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt	  involve	  female	  protagonists	  who	  are	  questioning	  their	  role	  within	  the	  household.	  It	  could	  also	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  fourth,	  The	  Wrong	  Man,	   involves	  a	  mother	  who	  
                                                           155	  She	  is	  the	  only	  member	  of	  the	  family	  who	  calls	  her	  sister	  Charlotte,	  suggesting	  a	  young	  girl	  whose	  sense	  of	  right	  and	  wrong	  will	  not	  allow	  diminutives.	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breaks	  down	  precisely	  because	  she	  cannot	  cope	  with	  the	  quotidian	  demands	  of	  the	  household	  nor	  its	  pressures	  in	  extremis.	  	  	  The	  second	  shared	  point	  concerning	  the	  first	  group	  of	  three	  films	  is	  that	  two	  of	  them,	   Sabotage	   and	   Shadow	   of	   a	   Doubt,	   involve	   women	   who,	   as	   part	   of	   the	  process	   of	   questioning	   their	   position,	   get	   away	   with	   murder.	   To	   this	   group	  
Blackmail	   should	   also	   be	   added.	  However,	   in	  Blackmail,	   the	   act	   of	  murder	   is	   a	  spontaneous	   reaction	   to	   the	   attempted	   rape	   of	   Alice	   and	   thus	   not	   necessarily	  psychologically	   motivated.	   Although	   one	   could	   perhaps	   argue	   that	   Alice’s	  decision	   to	   go	   up	   to	   the	   artist’s	   studio	   suggests	   a	   subconscious	  willingness	   to	  place	  herself	  in	  a	  situation	  of	  danger.	  	  	  Equally	  significant	  is	  that	  both	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  and	  Charlotte	  attain	  a	  change	  of	  status	  and	   an	   increased	   awareness	   of	   their	   position	   in	   society	   as	   women.	   For	   them,	  murder	   was	   a	   necessary	   liberating	   act	   and	   indicates	   a	   subconscious	   urge	  towards	   something	   that	   is	   not	   normally	   expressed.	   Freud	   notes	   in	   his	   essay	  “Timely	   Reflections	   on	   War	   and	   Death”	   (1915)	   that	   an	   analysand	   will	   not	  normally,	   “Allow	  himself	   to	   think	  about	   another	  person’s	  death	   if	   that	   event	   is	  connected	   with	   gain	   in	   his	   own	   freedom,	   property	   or	   position”	   (Freud	   2005:	  184).	  And	  yet	  both	  Mrs.	  Verloc	  and	  Charlotte	  have	  gained	  from	  their	  respective	  murders:	  Mrs.	  Verloc	   gains	   a	   literal	   freedom	   from	   the	   chains	  of	   family	   life	   and	  Charlotte	  a	  psychic	  release	   from	  the	  demands	  of	  her	  Superego.	   It	  could	  also	  be	  argued	   that	   Erica	   in	   Young	   and	   Innocent	   has	   also	   committed	   metaphorical	  murder,	  since	  her	  acts	  have	  routed	  the	  father	  as	  a	  societal	  patriarch,	  forcing	  him	  to	   retire.	  Equally,	   she	  has	  established	  herself	   as	  an	   independent	  young	  woman	  without	  a	  need	  for	  the	  parental	  patriarch.	  	  If	  one	  accepts	  that	  Mrs.	  Verloc,	  Erica	  and	  Charlotte	  have	  committed	  crimes	  from	  which	   they	   benefit,	   then	   Freud’s	   remarks	   in	   his	   short	   essay	   “Some	   Character	  Types	  Encountered	   in	  Psychoanalytic	  Work”	   (1916)	  become	  relevant.	  He	  notes	  that	  certain	  of	  his	  patients	  admit	  that,	  at	  an	  earlier	  stage	  in	  their	  lives,	  they	  had	  committed	  crimes,	  such	  as	  theft,	  fraud	  and	  arson.	  He	  writes:	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My	   analytic	   work	   then	   led	   to	   the	   surprising	   conclusion	   that	   such	   deeds	  were	   committed	   above	   all	   because	   they	   were	   forbidden	   and	   because	  carrying	   them	   out	   brought	   with	   it	   some	   kind	   of	   inner	   relief	   for	   the	  perpetrator	  (Freud	  2002:	  346).	  Within	  the	  Hitchcockian	  universe,	  the	  act	  of	  murder	  can	  surely	  be	  added	  to	  the	  list	  of	  crimes	  that	  bring	  “inner	  relief”	  to	  the	  protagonists	  who	  commit	  them.	  	  It	  is	  also	  worth	  noting	  that	  Blackmail,	  Sabotage,	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  and	  Shadow	  
of	   a	   Doubt	   all	   involve	  male	   characters	  who	   have	   a	   close	   relationship	  with	   the	  female	  protagonist	   and	  are	   representatives	  of	   the	   law.	  Truffaut’s	   views	  on	   this	  have	  been	  discussed	  above,	  but	  in	  all	  four	  cases	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  female’s	  relationship	  with	   the	   legal	   representative	  of	   the	  Other	   is	  one	   that	  will	  give	  her	  unprecedented	  freedom,	  since	  her	  actions	  have	  undermined	  both	  the	  spirit	  and	  the	  letter	  of	  the	  law	  written	  by	  the	  patriarch.	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13.	  CONCLUSION	  During	   two	  and	  a	  half	  years	  of	  writing	   this	   thesis	  and	  the	  preceding	   five	  years,	  which	  were	  spent	  watching	  and	  re-­‐watching	  the	  films,	  taking	  notes	  on	  them	  and	  reading	  about	  them,	   there	  have	  been	  times	  when	  an	   inability	   to	  attach	  a	  stable	  meaning	  to	  any	  given	  scene	  seemed	  at	  best	  frustrating	  and	  at	  worst	  unworkable.	  And	  yet,	  this	  frustrating	  unworkability	  or	  unworkable	  frustration	  is	  part	  of	  what	  makes	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  so	  fascinating	  and	  rewarding.	  	  	  However,	   this	   desire	   to	   attach	   a	   stable	   meaning	   to,	   or	   a	   shared	   narrative	  understanding	  of	  the	  events	  in	  a	  film	  is	  surely	  one	  which	  is	  part	  of	  human	  nature	  in	   all	   circumstances.	   Walter	   Fisher	   writing	   in	   “Narrative	   Paradigm:	   In	   the	  Beginning”	  (1985)	  points	  out:	  Rationality	   is	   determined	   by	   the	   nature	   of	   persons	   as	   narrative	   being	   –	  their	   inherent	   awareness	   of	   narrative	   probability,	   what	   constitutes	   a	  coherent	   story,	   and	   their	   constant	   habit	   of	   testing	   narrative	   fidelity,	  whether	  the	  stories	  they	  experience	  ring	  true	  with	  the	  stories	  they	  know	  to	  be	  true	  in	  their	  lives.156	  So	  much	  do	  we	  seek	  rationality	  in	  our	  daily	  lives	  through	  the	  narratives	  we	  hear	  and	  create	  that	  it	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  we	  also	  seek	  it	  in	  our	  entertainment.	  And	  yet,	   in	   the	  name	  of	   entertainment,	   so	  many	  of	  Hitchcock’s	   films	   seem	   to	   flaunt	  “narrative	  possibility”	  or	  the	  “coherent	  story”	  and	  require	  the	  viewer	  to	  suspend	  “testing	  narrative	  fidelity.”	  Truffaut	  notices	  this	  when	  he	  said	  to	  Hitchcock:	  In	   many	   of	   your	   pictures…	   …there	   are,	   aside	   from	   coincidences	   and	  implausibles	   (sic),	  many	  elements	   that	  are	  arbitrary	  and	  unjustified.	   	  And	  yet,	   in	   the	   light	   of	   a	   cinematic	   logic	   that	   is	   strictly	   personal,	   you	   impose	  them	  in	  such	  a	  way	  that	  once	  they’re	  on	  screen,	  these	  are	  the	  very	  elements	  that	  become	  the	  film’s	  strong	  points	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  199).	  This	  suspension	  of	  narrative	  credibility	  and	  Hitchcock’s	  apparent	  repeated	  use	  of	  the	  arbitrary	  and	  unjustified	  has	  been	  essential	  to	  this	  thesis	  as	  it	  has	  allowed	  me	  to	  explore	  these	  elements	  and	  give	  a	  symbolic	  interpretation	  as	  to	  why	  Hitchcock	  might	  have	  chosen	  to	  film	  a	  certain	  event	  or	  object	  in	  a	  given	  film.	  This	  itself	   is	  
                                                           156	  www.bc.edu/res/gssw-­‐research-­‐home/funding/proposal-­‐development/_jcr_content/content/download_40/file.res/Fisher,%20'The%20Narrative%20Paradigm%20in%20the%20Beginning'.pdf.	  Accessed	  21st	  October	  2016.	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very	   close	   to	   the	   psychoanalytic	   process,	   whereby	   the	   psychoanalyst	   seeks	   to	  give	   a	   narrative	   form	   and	   understanding	   to	   the	   seemingly	   arbitrary	   or	  unjustified	   utterances	   of	   the	   analysand.	   The	   introduction	   to	   Modern	   Literary	  
Theory	  (1988)	  suggests	  the	  following	  about	  the	  psychoanalytic	  process:	  Psychoanalysis	   is	   about	   reading	   gaps	   in	   the	   text	   as	   significant	   omissions;	  about	  understanding	  how	  the	  mind	  disguises	  painful	  material;	  about	  how	  the	   logic	  of	   the	  primary	  processes,	   the	  basic	  drives	  and	  desires,	  might	  be	  understood	   through	   suspending	   the	   everyday	   logic	   of	   causality	   and	   non-­‐contradiction	  (Rice	  et	  al,	  2001:	  14).	  If	  anything,	  this	  thesis	  has,	  in	  its	  way,	  attempted	  to	  offer	  an	  interpretation	  of	  the	  narrative	  “gaps”	  and	  “omissions”	  present	  (or	  absent)	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  For,	  I	  believe,	   it	   is	  within	   these	   gaps	   that	   symbolic	   expression,	   and	   the	   possibility	   of	  interpreting	  it,	  is	  at	  its	  most	  evident.	  	  	  In	   his	   films,	   since	   they	   seemingly	   lack	   a	   clear	   narrative	   function,	   objects	   and	  occurrences	  take	  on	  a	  resonance	  they	  would	  otherwise	  lack,	  if	  they	  were	  merely	  elements	  of	  set	  design,	  narrative	  or	  character	  motivation.	  It	  is	  these	  gaps	  that,	  to	  my	  way	  of	  thinking,	  indicate	  that	  Hitchcock	  was	  an	  instinctual	  artist,	  because,	  in	  art,	   the	   viewer	   of	   any	   piece,	   be	   it	   literature,	   painting,	   sculpture	   or	   film	   should	  have	   the	   freedom	   to	   make	   their	   own	   interpretation	   of	   whatever	   is	   depicted.	  Daniel	  Spoerri	  writing	  in	  “Art	  That	  Is	  Completely	  Explicable	  Is	  Not	  Art”	  (1998).	  And	  yet	  things	  should	  never	  completely	  add	  up.	  Things	  that	  are	  completely	  explicable	   are	   not	   complete.	   An	   inexplicable	   remainder	  must	   be	   left	   over	  (Szalay,	  1998:	  39).	  This	   inexplicable	  element	   is	  essential,	   I	  have	  argued,	  as	  with	  the	  great	  artists	   it	  allows	  us	  to	  attempt	  to	  give	  a	  symbolic	  voice	  to	  the	  Lacanian	  Real,	  which	  in	  itself,	  of	  course,	   is	   inexplicable	  through	   language	  because	   it	  resides	   in	  realms	  beyond	  language.	  	  	  It	   was	   argued	   in	   Chapter	   5.4	   that	   Hitchcock	   was	   a	   director	   who	   did	   not	  intellectualise	  his	  work	  and	  worked,	  to	  use	  Jay	  Preston	  Allen’s	  expression	  “from	  the	   gut.”	   This	   attitude	   is	   precisely	   one	   which	   works	   in	   the	   realms	   beyond	  language	   and	   one	   which	   Hitchcock	   was	   innately	   comfortable	   with.	   However,	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with	   such	   an	   approach	   it	   has	   been	   challenging	   to	   try	   to	   detect	   a	   coherent,	  consistent	  use	  of	   symbolic	  elements	  across	  a	  number	  of	   films,	   since	   I	   interpret	  the	  “gut	  feeling”	  as	  being	  concomitant	  with	  the	  Real.	  	  	  One	   of	   the	   advantages,	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   of	   looking	   at	   the	   films	   from	   the	  perspective	  of	  the	  symbolic	  motifs	  I	  have	  used	  in	  this	  thesis	  is	  that,	  after	  having	  worked	   on	   a	   particular	   film,	   it	   allowed	  me	   to	   approach	   the	   next	   film,	   to	   see	   if	  there	   was	   a	   consistency	   of	   symbolic	   use.	   Frustratingly,	   but	   ultimately	  rewardingly,	   the	   consistency	  was,	   generally	   speaking,	   absent.	   However,	   I	   have	  come	   to	   the	   conclusion	   that,	   if	   Hitchcock	   did	   use	   elements	   which	   can	   be	  interpreted	  symbolically,	  such	  as	  staircases	  or	  houses,	  in	  a	  consistent	  manner,	  he	  would	   be	   a	   director	   held	   in	   far	   lower	   esteem.	   It	   is	   the	   fact	   that	   a	   symbolic	  interpretation	   of	   an	   element	   can	   and	   does	   vary	   from	   film	   to	   film	   and,	   more	  importantly,	   from	  viewer	  to	  viewer	  that	  allows	   for	  a	  richness	  and	  difference	  of	  interpretation.	  	  Or	  to	  use	  two	  examples	  from	  Hitchcock’s	  own	  work	  to	  illustrate	  this	  point,	  if	  he	  could	   be	   controlled	   and	   tamed	   and	  made	   to	   seem	   to	   offer	   a	   specific,	   singular	  threat	   like	   the	   stuffed	   birds	   do	   in	   Psycho,	   he	   would	   be	   a	   good	   director.	   Yet	  Hitchcock,	  as	  a	  filmmaker,	  is	  more	  like	  the	  rampant,	  free-­‐flying	  birds	  of	  the	  1963	  film	   that,	   in	   themselves,	   cannot	   be	   fixed	  with	   a	   specific	   symbolic	  meaning	   and	  attack	  when	  least	  expected	  and	  from	  unheralded	  directions	  and	  with	  surprising	  results.	  	  	  What	  has	  led	  me	  to	  this	  conclusion,	  in	  view	  of	  the	  psychoanalytic	  theory	  I	  have	  used	  to	  explore	  potential	  symbolic	  elements,	   is,	  perhaps	  surprisingly,	  given	  the	  inherent	   difficulties	   raised	   in	   Chapter	   Five,	   the	   work	   of	   Lacan.	   The	   triad	  Imaginary,	  Symbolic	  and	  Real,	  once	  attached	  to	  the	  relatively	  stable	  perspective	  that	  Lionel	  Bailly	  offers,	   allow	   for	  unexpected	   insights	   to	  be	  made,	   such	  as	   the	  way	   in	   which	   Mrs.	   Thorwald’s	   wedding	   ring	   can	   be	   shifted	   among	   the	   three	  realms	  depending	  on	  who	   is	   in	  possession	  of	   the	  ring	  and	  who	   is	  perceiving	   it.	  Equally,	  without	  the	  division	  between	  the	  internal	  Subject	  and	  the	  external	  Ego,	  it	   is	   unlikely	   that	   Judy’s	   status	   as	   a	   possible	   non-­‐Subject	   in	  Vertigo,	   or	   Erica’s	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struggle,	   in	   Young	   and	   Innocent,	   between	   her	   Subject	   and	   the	   socially	  constructed	  Ego	  she	  has	  been	  forced	  to	  adopt	  would	  have	  come	  to	  light.	  	  Freudian	   notions	   were	   also	   important	   in	   uncovering	   perspectives	   I	   had	   not	  considered	  before.	  An	  example	  of	   this	  would	  be	  how,	   through	  Freudian	  dream	  symbolism,	   the	   infestation	   of	   sparrows	   and	   the	   protagonists’	   responses	   in	   the	  Brenner	  household	   in	  The	  Birds	  acts	  as	  visual	  metaphor	   for	  sexual	   intercourse.	  Additionally,	   as	   the	   thesis	   developed,	   I	   became	   aware	   that	   the	  uncanny,	   in	   the	  sense	  of	  unhomely,	  was	  a	  factor	  that	   imbued	  not	   just	  the	  films	  with	  a	  domestic	  setting,	  but	  also,	  in	  retrospect,	  the	  majority	  of	  his	  films.	  I	  would	  conclude,	  in	  fact,	  that	   the	   Lacanian	   Real	   and	   the	   Freudian	   uncanny	   are	   of	   a	   similar	   nature	   and	  reside	  in	  the	  spaces	  between	  the	  unconscious	  and	  the	  Id.	  	  While	   I	   would	   suggest	   that	   the	   uncanny	   is,	   in	   fact,	   an	   essential	   feature	   of	   the	  Hitchcock	  oeuvre,	  I	  believe	  there	  are	  also	  at	  least	  three	  other	  symbolic	  elements,	  one	  a	  combination	  of	  aural	  and	  visual,	   the	  other	  a	   formalistic	  element,	  and	   the	  final	   one	   a	   setting,	   that	   do	   follow	   a	   consistent	   and	   coherent	   pattern	   in	  Hitchcock’s	   work.	   The	   former	   of	   these	   appears	   to	   be	   used	   consistently	  throughout	  the	  body	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  work,	  and	  that	  is	  the	  train	  whistle.	  Whether	  it	  be	  used	  overtly,	  as	  in	  The	  39	  Steps,	  as	  the	  soundtrack	  to	  the	  shot	  of	  the	  screaming	  woman	   discovering	   the	   death	   of	   Miss	   Smith	   or	   as	   a	   background	   punctuating	  device	   that	  adds	   tone	  and	  meaning	   to	  dialogue	  or	   image,	  as	   in	  The	  Wrong	  Man	  and	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  respectively,	  the	  sound	  of	  the	  train	  whistle	  is	  always	  used,	  as	  far	  as	  I	  am	  aware,	  to	  suggest	  menace,	  foreboding	  and	  psychological	  fragility.	  	  	  Besides	   this	   sonic	   symbolism,	   the	   formalistic	   element	  which	   I	   have	   realised	   is	  repeatedly	  used	  in	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  is	  related	  to	  the	  mise-­‐en-­‐scène	  and	  the	  clear	  pattern	   of	   balancing	   the	   left-­‐hand	   side	   and	   right-­‐hand	   side	   of	   the	   screen	  with	  elements	  which	   should	  be	   regarded	   either	   favourably	   or	   as	   threats.	   Critics	   are	  aware	  that	  this	  pattern	  exists,	  but	  only	  in,	  to	  my	  knowledge,	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  and	  Strangers	  on	  a	  Train.	  I	  hope	  I	  have	  demonstrated	  that	  the	  pattern	  also	  exists	  in	  at	   least	   four	  other	  films,	  namely	  Sabotage,	  Young	  and	  Innocent,	  Saboteur	  and	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Marnie.	   I	   believe,	   however,	   that	   an	   approach	   focused	   on	   uncovering	   this	  formalistic	  device	  would	  reveal	  that	  this	  pattern	  extends	  to	  other	  films	  as	  well.	  	  	  A	  further	  example	  of	  this	  can	  be	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  scene	  where	  Lydia	  drives	  towards	  Dan	  Fawcett’s	  farm	  in	  The	  Birds,	  the	  car	  is	  moving	  in	  extreme	  long	  shot	  from	   left	   to	   right	   i.e.	   from	   safety	   towards	   danger	   and	   then,	   logically	   after	  discovering	   the	   eyeless	   corpse,	   the	   truck	  moves	   from	   right	   to	   left,	   or	   from	   the	  recently	   discovered	   horror	   towards	   relative	   safety.	   The	   return	   trip	   is	   given	  further	   visual	   richness,	   in	   a	  detail	  which	  Truffaut	  noticed,	  with	   the	   addition	  of	  extra	  smoke	  coming	  from	  the	  exhaust	  of	  her	  truck.	  	  The	  final	  point	  where	  consistent	  and	  coherent	  symbolic	  meaning	  appears	  to	  be	  present	   is	  the	  setting	  for	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  heterosexual	  couple	  or	  their	   first	  kiss.	   These	   either	   take	  place	   in	   a	   forest	   or	   in	   a	   place	   of	  wilderness	   away	   from	  civilisation.	   Such	   a	   consistent	   pattern	   seen	   in	   films	   such	   as	   The	   39	   Steps,	  
Suspicion,	  Spellbound,	  Notorious,	  To	  Catch	  a	  Thief,	  Vertigo	  or	  The	  Birds	   suggests	  that	  Hitchcock	  perceived	  conditions	  of	  nature	  as	  being	  concomitant	  with	  strong	  emotions.	  That	   these	   emotions	   are	   closely	   related	   to	   the	  desires	  of	   the	   Id	   thus	  gives	  the	  setting	  a	  symbolic	  connection	  to	  a	  psychological	  desire.	  	  Similarly,	  while	  a	  consistent	  uniformity	  of	  symbolic	  material	  across	  Hitchcock’s	  films	  is	  not	  evident	  in	  all	  the	  symbols	  he	  used,	  as	  a	  result	  of	  examining	  the	  films	  from	   a	   symbolic	   perspective,	   certain	   underlying	   thematic	   consistencies	   have	  become	  apparent	  and	  were	  certainly	  not	  those	  I	  initially	  expected	  to	  find.	  At	  least	  two	  of	   these,	   I	  believe,	  warrant	   further	   investigation	  to	  explore	  whether	  or	  not	  there	  is	  a	  strong	  coherence	  regarding	  them	  across	  Alfred	  Hitchcock’s	  films.	  The	  first	  of	  these	  patterns	  that	  has	  become	  apparent	  is	  how	  far	  an	  absent	  character	  can	   have	   an	   effect	   not	   just	   on	   the	   audience	   but	   also	   on	   the	   behaviour	   of	   the	  protagonist(s).	  	  The	  two	  most	  obvious	  examples	  of	  this	  are	  George	  Kaplan	  in	  North	  by	  Northwest	  and	  Mother	  in	  Psycho.	  As	  has	  been	  argued,	  I	  believe	  these	  to	  be	  clear	  examples	  of	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where	  the	  audience	  and,	  indeed,	  the	  other	  characters	  themselves,	  expect	  them	  to	  make	  appearances	  in	  their	  respective	  films.	  	  	  Equally,	  Rebecca,	  in	  what	  can	  be	  described	  as	  her	  film,	  pervades	  the	  events	  of	  the	  film	   to	   such	   an	   extent	   that,	   even	   though	   she	   is	   dead	  within	   the	  diegesis	   of	   the	  film,	  she	  is	  an	  absent	  character	  who	  is	  so	  clearly	  present	  that	  the	  film	  is	  named	  after	   her.	   Other	   examples	   of	   such	   absence	   include	  General	  MacLaidlaw,	  whose	  death	   in	  Suspicion,	   seems	   to	   precipitate	   Lina’s	  mental	   collapse	   and	   the	   absent,	  unmentioned	  mother	  in	  Young	  and	  Innocent.	  This	  latter,	  whose	  absence	  lacks	  the	  menace	   of	   other	   absent	   characters,	   has	   to	   be	   considered	   as	   a	   psychologically	  important	  element	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  Erica’s	  psyche.	  	  Another	  character	  who	  is	  effected	  by	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  parental	  figure	  is	  Marnie,	  whose	  own	  primary	  trauma	  might	  not	  be	  the	  sailor	  attacking	  her	  mother,	  but	  the	  absent	   father	  whose	   place	   the	   sailor	   is	   imitating.	   Equally,	   in	  Rear	  Window	   the	  nascent	   couple	  of	  Lisa	  and	   Jeff	   requires	   the	  absence	  of	  Mrs.	  Thorwald	   to	  bring	  them	   to	   a	   better	   understanding	   of	   each	   other.	   Naturally,	   all	   of	   these	   absent	  characters,	   who	   speak	  within	   and	   from	   beyond	   the	   diegesis,	   I	   would	   contend,	  through	  the	  very	  fact	  that	  they	  are	  no	  longer	  or	  were	  never	  real	  within	  the	  film,	  embody	  the	  voiceless	  Real	  beyond	  speech.	  	  There	   is	   one	   final	   absent	   character,	  who	   Žižek	   refers	   to	   as	   such	   in	   a	   different	  context,157	  is	  the	  exception	  that	  proves	  the	  rule	  and	  that	  is	  Harry	  in	  The	  Trouble	  
with	  Harry.	  This	  lifeless,	  voiceless,	  almost	  ever	  present	  corpse	  acts	  like	  a	  portable	  
memento	  mori	  as	  he	  is	  buried,	  dug	  up,	  reburied,	  dug	  up	  again,	  transported	  and,	  in	  one	  scene,	  left	  in	  a	  bath,	  barefoot	  perhaps	  to	  be	  cleansed	  of	  his	  sins.	  It	  could	  be	  said	   that	   he	   is	   the	   clearest	   attempt	   at	   a	   Symbolic	   expression	   of	   the	   Real	   in	  Hitchcock’s	  work.	  	  Within	  this	  group	  of	  absent	  characters,	  there	  is	  a	  sub-­‐group	  of	  dead,	  or	  soon-­‐to-­‐be	   dead	   women,	   who	   hold	   an	   uncanny,	   once	   more	   in	   the	   Freudian	   sense	   of	  “unhomely,”	   influence	  over	  their	  prey,	   for	  want	  of	  a	  better	  word.	  They	  are	  Mrs.	  
                                                           157	  See	  Chapter	  3.7.	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Bates,	   the	   first	   Mrs.	   de	   Winters,	   the	   first	   Mrs.	   Rutland	   and	   the	   soon-­‐to-­‐be	  departed	   Mrs.	   Paradine.	   There	   is	   also	   a	   case	   to	   be	   made	   for	   Mrs.	   Thorwald	  joining	  this	  group.	  The	  influence	  of	  the	  first	  four	  dead	  women	  was	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  Eleven,	  but	   I	   believe	   this	   grouping	   is	  worthy	  of	   further	   exhumation	   in	  later	   work,	   particularly	   because,	   to	   my	   way	   of	   thinking,	   their	   married	   female	  status	   links	   them	   to	   the	   second	  area	   that	   I	   think	   is	  worth	   further	   scrutiny	  and	  that	   is	   the	   woman	  who	   gets	   away	   with	  murder,	   found	   in	   the	   films	  Blackmail,	  
Sabotage,	  Young	  and	  Innocent	  and	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt.	  	  The	  first	  point	  of	  similarity/	  contrast	  that	  links	  these	  two	  groups	  together	  is	  that,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  Mrs.	  Verloc	   living	  in	  an	  apparently	  sexless	  marriage,	  they	  are	  all	  unmarried,	   in	  contrast	   to	   the	  married	  status	  of	  all	  members	  of	   the	  dead	  wives	   group.	   Equally	   relevant	   is	   that	   they	   are	   the	   main	   protagonists	   of	   their	  respective	  films.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  their	  film’s	  main	  concern	  is	  their	  interests,	  their	  desires,	  and	   their	   futures.	  That	   they	  all	   involve	  policemen	  boyfriends	  has	   to	  be	  more	   than	   a	   coincidence	   and	   could	   perhaps	   be	   said	   to	   be	   another	   example	   of	  Hitchcock	   showing	   his	   distrust	   or	   disdain	   of	   the	   Symbolic	   order	   of	   the	   police	  force.	  	  Such	  a	  clear	  pattern	  maintained	  over	  a	  body	  of	  films	  is	  given	  further	  credence	  if	  we	   consider	  Eve	  Gill	   (Jane	  Wyman)	  and	  her	   situation	   in	  Stage	  Fright.	  Here	   the	  boyfriend	  is	  proven	  to	  be	  a	  liar,	  Eve	  has	  led	  him	  to	  his	  inevitable,	  perhaps	  wished	  for,	  death	  and	  the	  policeman	  boyfriend	  is	  there	  to	  lead	  her	  away	  from	  the	  scene.	  	  These	  ironic	  comments	  on	  couples	  and	  marriage,	  whether	  they	  be	  the	  voice	  from	  beyond	  the	  grave	  or	  the	  murderess	  set	  to	  marry	  a	  policeman	  are	  just	  one	  aspect	  of	   what	   makes	   Hitchcock	   a	   truly	   great	   director.	   He	   can	   take	   the	   quotidian	  elements	  of	  our	  lives,	  such	  as	  marriage,	  and	  offer	  wry,	  poignant	  comments	  that	  undermine	   the	   very	   institution	   he	   is	   seemingly	   celebrating.	  He	   had	   the	   ability,	  through	  his	  populist	  common	  touch	  guaranteed	  to	  reach	  the	  widest	  audience,	  to	  take	   the	  most	   familiar	   things	  and	   transform	  them	   into	   the	  uncanny	  material	  of	  the	  Real.	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Žižek,	  who	  believes	  Hitchcock	  to	  be	  a	  “post-­‐modern	  phenomenon”	  (Žižek,	  2010:	  2),	  addresses	  this	  ability,	  in	  a	  discussion	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  post-­‐modern	  credentials,	  showing	   how	   Hitchcock	   seemingly	   can	   create	   pan-­‐film	   free-­‐floating	   symbolic	  material	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  It	  relies	  on	  the	  extraordinary	  transference	  his	  work	  sets	  in	  motion:	  for	  true	  Hitchcock	   aficionados,	   everything	   has	  meaning	   in	   his	   films,	   the	   seemingly	  simplest	   plot	   conceals	   unexpected	   philosophical	   delicacies	   (Žižek,	   2010:	  2)(Italics	  in	  original).	  It	   strikes	   me	   that,	   if	   the	   word	   “philosophical”	   were	   substituted	   by	   the	   word	  ”symbolic”,	  then	  we	  would	  have	  an	  expression	  of	  what	  this	  thesis	  has	  attempted	  to	  explore.	  But	   to	   reiterate,	   such	  meanings,	  be	   they	   symbolic	  or	  otherwise,	   are	  brought	  about	   through	   the	  viewer’s	  need	   to	   create	  narrative	   sense	   from	  visual	  and	  plot	  elements	  that	  almost	  deliberately	  flaunt	  strict	  cause	  and	  effect	  logic.	  	  	  Hitchcock	   himself	   described	   his	   films	   as	   being	   “elaborate	   in	   an	   oblique	   way”	  (Truffaut,	  1984:	  205).	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  in	  the	  obliqueness	  that	  cause	  and	  effect	   lose	   their	   importance	   and	   it	   is	   in	   Hitchcock’s	   elaborate	   and	   oblique	  treatment	  of	  his	  material	  that	  he	  remains,	  to	  this	  day,	  a	  unique	  artist	  who	  created	  a	   body	   of	   work	   which	   can	   be	   enjoyed,	   discussed	   and	   disputed,	   but	   never	  completely	   understood	   and	   always	   open	   to	   various	   symbolic	   or	   other	  interpretations.	  While	  much	   of	   his	  work	   focused	   on	   domestic	   settings	   and	   the	  ordinary	  interactions	  of	  men	  and	  women,	  he	  was,	  and	  once	  more	  in	  the	  Freudian	  sense,	  an	  uncanny	  director,	  who	  could	  take	  the	  mundane	  elements	  of	  existence	  and	  make	  them	  unhomely.	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14.	  APPENDICES	  
	  
14.1	  Appendix	  One:	  Members	  of	  the	  Production	  Crew	  
	  
The	  American	  Period	  	   Leonard	  South	  -­‐	  	  Camera	  Operator	  
Robert	  Burks	  -­‐	  	  Cinematography	  
George	  Tomasini	  -­‐	  Editing	  
Herbert	  Coleman	  –	  Assistant	  Director/Producer	  
Bernard	  Hermann	  -­‐	  Soundtrack	  
Edith	  Head	  -­‐	  Costumes	  
Stagefri
ght	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
Stranger
s	  on	  a	  
Train	  
X	   	   	   	   	   	  
I	  Confess	   X	   X	   	   	   	   	  
Dial	  M	  
for	  
Murder	  
X	   X	   	   	   	   	  
Rear	  
Window	  
X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
To	  Catch	  
a	  Thief	  
X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
The	  
Trouble	  
with	  
Harry	  
X	   X	   	   P	   X	   X	  
The	  Man	  
who	  
Knew	  
too	  
Much	  
X	   X	   X	   P	   X	   X	  
The	  
Wrong	  
Man	  
	   X	   X	   P	   X	   	  
Vertigo	   X	   X	   X	   P	   X	   X	  
North	  by	  
Northwe
st	  
X	   X	   X	   P	   X	   	  
Psycho	   X	   	   X	   	   X	   	  
The	  
Birds	  
X	   X	   X	   	   X	   X	  
Marnie	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	   X	  
Torn	  
Curtain	  
X	   	   	   P	   	   X	  
Topaz	   	   	   	   	   	   X	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The	  British	  Period	  
	   Alma	  Reville-­‐	  Continuity	  Writer	  
Charles	  Bennett	  -­‐	  Writer	   Pen	  Tennyson	  -­‐	  Assistant	  Director	  
Ivor	  Montagu	  –	  Writer/Producer	   Michael	  Balcon	  -­‐	  Producer	   Elliot	  Stannard	  -­‐	  Writer	   Bernard	  Knowles	  -­‐	  Camera	  
The	  
Pleasure	  
Garden	  
X	   	   	   	   X	   X	   	  
The	  
Mountain	  
Eagle	  
X	   	   	   	   X	   X	   	  
The	  Lodger	   X	   	   	   X	   X	   X	   	  
Downhill	   	   	   	   	   X	   	   	  
The	  Ring	   X	   	   	   	   	   X	   	  
The	  
Farmer’s	  
Wife	  
	   	   	   	   	   X	   	  
Easy	  Virtue	   	   	   	   X	   X	   X	   	  
Champagne	   	   	   	   	   	   X	   	  
The	  
Manxman	  
	   	   	   	   	   X	   	  
Blackmail	   	   X	   	   	   	   	   	  
Juno	  and	  
the	  Paycock	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Murder!	   X	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Skin	  
Game	  
X	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Rich	  and	  
Strange	  
X	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Number	  
Seventeen	  
X	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Waltzes	  
from	  
Vienna	  
X	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
The	  Man	  
who	  Knew	  
Too	  Much	  
	   	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
The	  39	  
Steps	  
X	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
The	  Secret	  
Agent	  
X	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
Sabotage	   X	   X	   X	   X	   X	   	   X	  
Young	  and	  
Innocent	  
X	   X	   X	   	   	   	   X	  
The	  Lady	  
Vanishes	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Jamaica	  Inn	   X	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14.2	  Appendix	  Two:	  Lyrics	  to	  Risseldy	  Rosseldy.	  
	  
	   I	  married	  my	  wife	  In	  the	  month	  of	  June,	  Risseldy,	  rosseldy,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow,	  I	  carried	  her	  off	  In	  a	  silver	  spoon,	  Risseldy,	  Rosseldy,	  Hey	  bambassity,	  Nickety,	  nackety,	  Retrical	  quality,	  Willowby,	  wallowby,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow.	  	  She	  combed	  her	  hair	  But	  once	  a	  year,	  Risseldy,	  rosseldy,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow,	  With	  every	  rake	  She	  shed	  a	  tear,	  Risseldy,	  Rosseldy,	  Hey	  bambassity,	  Nickety,	  nackety,	  	   Retrical	  quality,	   	  Willowby,	  wallowby,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow.	  	  She	  swept	  the	  floor	  But	  once	  a	  year,	  Risseldy,	  rosseldy,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow,	  She	  swore	  her	  broom	  Was	  much	  to	  dear,	  Risseldy,	  Rosseldy,	  Hey	  bambassity,	  Nickety,	  nackety,	  Retrical	  quality,	  Willowby,	  wallowby,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow.	  	  She	  churned	  her	  butter	  In	  Dad's	  old	  boot,	  Risseldy,	  rosseldy,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow,	  And	  for	  a	  dasher	  Used	  her	  foot,	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Risseldy,	  Rosseldy,	  Hey	  bambassity,	  Nickety,	  nackety,	  Retrical	  quality,	  Willowby,	  wallowby,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow.	  	  The	  butter	  came	  out	  A	  grizzly	  gray,	  Risseldy,	  rosseldy,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow,	  The	  cheese	  took	  legs	  And	  ran	  away,	  Risseldy,	  Rosseldy,	  Hey	  bambassity,	  Nickety,	  nackety,	  Retrical	  quality,	  Willowby,	  wallowby,	  Mow,	  mow,	  mow.	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